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ABSTRACT 
An extensive literature review led to the conclusion that there has been minimal 
research into key psychological parameters associated with tourist crime victimization. 
Three series of four studies were completed that defined “tourists”; developed an 
inventory that assessed tourist personality; evaluated the psychometrics of this 
inventory; and, then determined the role of key psychological parameters in tourist 
crime victimization. The first series of studies (Chapter 2) focused on defining a 
“tourist”. The series began with an archival study that found that tourists had 
(historically) been described along three dimensions: quest for novelty (versus 
familiarity); reliance on (or independent from) the tourist industry; and, a motivation to 
seek and interact with hosts (versus vacations for rest and relaxation). The second 
(qualitative) study determined that tourist academics described the “tourist” using four 
themes: who (psychographics and demographics); does what (travel behaviours); with 
and to whom (cotravellers and hosts); and, where (destination factors). This qualitative 
study was successfully triangulated with a third (quantitative) lexical study. The final 
study in this first series utilized the extremes of the historical dimensions and described 
them in terms of the four themes. The extremes of the personality dimension were 
labelled “Allocentricism” and “Psychocentricism”. The second series of studies 
(Chapter 3) described the development and evaluation of a tourist personality inventory 
that empirically measured “Allocentricism-Psychocentricism”. The first in this series of 
studies utilized empirical assessment guidelines to develop a reliable and (face, content) 
valid inventory. The second study determined criterion validity and found 
Allocentricism was not related to Extraversion, but was substantially measuring 
Openness (to new experiences). The third study found that while the Tourist Personality 
Inventory could predict tourist destination preferences, it failed to predict actual tourist 
destination choice. It was found that social environmental factors (money, opportunity, 
time) also influenced tourist decision-making. The final study in Chapter 3 confirmed 
that travel behaviours under the control of the tourist were predicted by the tourist 
personality inventory. The final series of four studies (Chapter 4) described four tourist 
personality types, determined that these tourist types were not culturally universal but 
had good predictive validity when evaluating Australian inbound and domestic tourists. 
The final study in this series found that the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory 
predicted tourist crime victimization, but failed to predict post crime reporting 
behaviour of tourist victims. It was concluded that a reliable and valid measure of 
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tourist personality had been developed and that further research can now occur in the 
area of tourist crime victimization. The limitations of these studies and future directions 
for research were discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1 OVERVIEW OF THESIS 
Purpose of chapter 
This chapter provides an overview of the research into the influence of 
psychological factors in tourist crime victimization. It also outlines the structure and 
program of research undertaken in the five chapters presented in this thesis. Each 
chapter begins with a literature review that includes methodological issues pertinent to 
the studies reported in that chapter, and is followed by a series of studies that build upon 
each other. Chapter 2 focusses on defining a “tourist”, Chapter 3 focusses on the 
development and evaluation of a Tourist Personality Inventory and Chapter 4 focuses 
on the ability of the Tourist Personality Inventory to predict travel related behaviours 
(including tourist crime victimization). Chapter 5 summarizes the research and 
highlights limitations and implications for future research. This approach does not 
follow the more traditional format of including a single methodology chapter. Instead, a 
methodology section was included in each study. This structure was preferred given that 
diverse methodogies were involved in the applied psychological research presented in 
this thesis. This thesis has three principle aims. First, this research utilises qualitative 
and quantitative paradigms to explore and describe the concept of “the tourist”. Second, 
the research uses this conceptualization of tourist to develop and evalute a reliable and 
valid tourist personality inventory. The final aim of this research is to utilize this tourist 
personality inventory to evaluate the role of tourist personality in tourist crime 
victimization.  
Summary of thesis 
An increase in tourism generally leads to an increase in crime. A critical 
question arising from this empirical observation was: Is this increase in crime due to the 
increased presence of tourists and their associated “foreign” behaviours, or to the 
physical environment and the host community? In order to understand the causes of 
increased tourist victimization, this thesis began by completing a series of literature 
reviews and archival analyses. It was determined that the main factors influencing travel 
were: seeking novelty (versus the familiar); reliance on the travel industry (versus free 
independent travel); and, degree of host contact (versus rest and relaxation). An analysis 
of 349 published tourist typologies found four themes that were used to describe tourists 
and their experiences: who (psychographics and demographics); does what (travel 
4 
behaviours); with whom (co-travellers and hosts); and, where (destination 
characteristics). The final archival analysis compared the extremes of these factors 
(novelty-seeking, free independent travel, high host contact – versus – seeking the 
familiar, industry reliant, desire for rest and relaxation) on the four themes 
(psychographics; travel behaviours; psychosocial factors; and, destinations). In the 
absence of any (published) reliable and valid tourist personality inventory, a second 
series of studies reported the development and evaluation of a tourism-specific 
personality inventory. The trait dimension was labelled Allocentricism- 
Psychocentricism. This inventory had moderate and acceptable reliability and adequate 
face, content, and concurrent validity. The Allocentric trait dimension was not related to 
the generic personality dimension of Extraversion, but was strongly correlated with 
Openness to new experiences. While the inventory failed to predict actual tourist 
destination choice, it did predict destination preferences, tourists’ most positive and 
negative travel experiences, and specific travel behaviours such as the extent of pre-
planning and the amount of pre-booking. The final test development phase was to add a 
second (social) dimension (Extraversion) to create four tourist sub-types: Guided 
(Psychocentric/Introvert); Groupie (Psychocentric/Extravert); Explorer 
(Allocentric/Introvert); and, Adventurer (Allocentric/Extravert). Three final studies 
were completed. A cross-cultural study using the imposed ETIC methodology found 
that the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory was not universally applicable. A 
quasi-experimental study investigated tourists who visited Tourist Information Centres 
and found that the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory successfully predicted 25 
(out of 40) travel behaviours. The final study investigated tourist crime victimization 
and found that, while the Adventurer tourist sub-type (Allocentric/Extravert) only made 
up 25% of the tourist population, they constituted nearly 50% of tourist crime victims. 
The profile of this tourist type was analysed and it was determined that their quest for 
novelty, their free independent travel and their motivation to socially interact with 
foreign (distant) host communities increased their risk of criminal victimization. This 
was conceptualized both by lack of Cohen’s (1987) protective environmental bubble 
and Felson’s (1994) loss of routine activities. 
Formulation of the research question 
The impetus for this research thesis was the frequent and disturbing media 
reports of tourist crime victimization both in Australia and overseas (see, DenverPost, 
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1994; Dowling, 2003; Herald Sun, 2006; O’Riordan, 2005). These media reports 
included a number of prominent tourist victimizations occurring in Australia that 
dominated national and international headlines (e.g., disappearance of tourist in outback 
Northern Territory, murder of young female backpacker on a railway bridge in 
Queensland, murder of female Japanese tourist in far north Queensland, and, the 
arson/murder of tourists in a backpacker hotel). Tourism has become a major influence 
in the economic, social, and cultural life in most countries (Australian Tourism 
Commission, 2001; Tourism Victoria, 2004; Upchurch & Teivane, 2000). As tourism 
continues to rapidly expand, nations need to consider the health and safety of their own 
host communities, visiting tourists (both domestic and international), and their citizens 
who travel abroad (Schmierer & Jackson, 2003a, 2003b, 2004, 2006; Wilks & 
Handszuh, 2006; Wilks, Pendergast & Leggat, 2006). The association between crime 
and tourism has been reported in the general media (DenverPost, 1994; Fray, 1993; 
Owen, 1991; Scott, 1991), tourist trade journals (ATIA Now, 1991; Criminal Justice 
Newsletter, 2004; Deneen, 1993; Inside Tourism, 1991), and academic researchers 
(Brunt, Mawby, & Hambly, 2000; Chesney-Lind, Lind, & Schaafama, 1983; Jackson, 
White & Schmierer, 1994a; 1996; Prideaux, 1996; Prideaux & Dunn, 1995; Walmsley, 
Boskovic, & Pigram, 1993). However, many factors about tourist crime data and the 
type of causal relationships remain unknown (Jackson, 2003; Jackson & Schmierer, 
1996; Jackson et al., 1994a). For instance, while most academic researchers (including 
Brunt et al., 2000; Chesney-Lind et al., 1983; Walmsely et al., 1983) have reported a 
positive relationship (an increase in tourism was associated with an increase in local 
crime), it still remains unknown whether the victims of these crimes were tourists or 
members of the host community (or both) and whether the offenders were people from 
the local host community, itinerant seasonal tourism employees, or tourists (criminally 
naive or known offenders who follow the tourist season) (Jackson et al., 1994a).  
The extent of the problem of tourist crime victimization was also unknown. The 
findings and conclusions from crime data-bases were inconsistent and the measures 
were renowned for their inaccuracies (Giacipassi, Stitt, & Nichols, 2000; Nietzel, 1979). 
The two primary measures of crime were official police records and victim crime 
surveys (Jackson et al., 1996; Nietzel, 1979). Official police records have been 
criticized for an underestimation of crime rates. Indeed it was suggested that less than 
50% of all crimes were ever reported (Biblarz, Barnowe, & Biblarz, 1984; Glasser, 
1974; Greenberg & Ruback, 1992; Jackson et al., 1994a; Silverman, 1974). Similarly, 
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while surveys of crime victims were sensitive to actual crime rates, they have been 
shown to selectively underestimate certain crimes (notably domestic violence and rapes) 
(Giacipassi et al., 2000; Greenberg & Ruback, 1992; Nietzel, 1979). This phenomenon 
of underestimating crime exists, to an even greater extent, in tourist populations. 
Jackson et al. (1996) surveyed 172 respondents regarding their crime victimization in 
the previous 12 months. Seventy-four people reported a total of 178 crimes. Two of the 
independent variables were location of crime (home, work, leisure, domestic tourism 
and overseas tourism) and the reporting these crimes to the Criminal Justice System. It 
was found that people were 16 times more likely to be a victim of crime while travelling 
overseas (compared to home and work), however, reporting crimes to the Criminal 
Justice System was less than half of the mean average crime victim reporting rate in this 
sample). That is, overseas tourists were more likely to be victims of crime, but were 
much less likely to report their victimization. Thus, the official published crime 
statistics significantly underestimated the actual tourist crime victimization rate. 
From a psychological viewpoint, the fundamental issue of causation was raised 
by these data. Is it the tourist “personality” and its associated behaviours that cause this 
increase in crime victimization or was it caused by the factors associated with the design 
of the built environment and the host community? A summary of the research data in 
this area follows. 
Personality type and crime victimization 
There have been surprisingly few studies on personality and crime victimization. 
Literature searches generated research papers that focused on personality profiles of 
criminals, personality disorders arising from previous (mainly childhood) criminal 
victimizations, and treatment success (of victims) depending upon their degree of 
personality adjustment. Only four studies were found that reported some form of 
research in the area of personality and criminal victimization: Conti-Ramsden and 
Botting (2004); Hodell, (1989); Kamphuis, Emmelkamp, and Bartak (2003); and, 
Stokstad (2000). Conti-Ramsden and Botting (2004) found that seven-year-old children 
with behavioural and social problems were more likely to become targets for all forms 
of criminal victimization. Kamphuis et al. (2003) found that eight percent of the 
variance associated with post-traumatic stress was explained by the personality 
dimension of Openness to New Experiences. Hodell (1989) showed that while there 
may only be scattered academic research in the area, the general population attribute 
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criminal victimization to the victims’ personality and behaviours. The final study, 
Stokstad (2000) profiled police victims of crime and clustered a set of behavioural traits 
[friendly, hard-working, trusting, passive (rather than aggressive) and unconventional]. 
It should be noted that crime victimization researchers emphasized that they were in no 
way blaming the victim, rather the principal motivation was to “profile” the victim as a 
way of predicting the presence of criminals and criminal behaviours. While this 
research gave some basic guides to tourist victim personality and crime, it added little to 
describing “who” has, or was likely to experience crime victimization, and it failed to 
explain why an increase in tourism increased tourist crime victimization rate. Clearly, 
further research into the field of psychology, tourism, and crime was needed. 
The interaction between personality, situation and crime 
The “interactionist” view holds that tourists increase their risk of being a victim 
of crime as a consequence of changing behaviour in a high (crime) risk setting. For 
example, Cohen (1987) and Felson (1994) have suggested that the interaction related to 
tourists changing their (routine) behaviours in an unfamiliar environment. 
Characteristically, tourists increased crime victimization by: engaging in more leisure 
behaviours; carrying more money and other forms of portable wealth (e.g., cameras); 
frequenting night clubs/bars at late hours and often alone; consuming large amounts of 
alcohol; entering neighbourhoods considered dangerous by locals; picking up or being 
picked up by strangers in single bars and discos; wearing clothes that conflict with 
standards of the host community; and, behaving in an obtrusive/offensive manner. Such 
behaviours were going to identify tourists in the local community and possibly increase 
their chances of becoming victims of person or property crimes. The question arises, do 
all tourists behave in the same way, or do some tourists take more risks than others? If 
some tourists were more risk adventurous and expose themselves to possible criminal 
victimization, can they be distinguished from other tourists in an empirical and 
meaningful way? If this was possible, then crime prevention strategies can be targeted 
to a sub-set of tourists and community policing can be focused in areas frequented by 
these particular tourists.  
Situation (tourist settings) and crime 
Tourist settings tend to be designed to manage the movement of large numbers 
of strangers in an easy and efficient manner. This design, however, includes 
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characteristics that have been found to increase neighbourhood crime in local 
communities (Jackson & Schmierer, 1996). That is, most tourist towns have 
environments that were not designed to minimize criminal activity. The major theory 
associated with crime and environment is the Refuge-Prospect theory (see Archea, 
1985). This theory indicates three environmental factors determine the presence and rate 
of crimes: Prospect, Refuge and Escape. Prospect describes environmental 
opportunities for criminals to view and assess the potential of a situation for the 
successful completion of criminal behaviour. Refuge refers to the characteristics of the 
crime scene that allows the criminal to hide the actual commission of the crime. The 
third factor, Escape, describes the ease with which criminals can blend into the 
community once the crime been committed. In tourist environments, these factors are 
maximized. This includes: good prospect (many tourist centres have long straight 
streets) for staking out the crime scene; good refuge (criminals were unlikely to be 
questioned if detected in most areas); and good escape (criminal can quickly blend into 
the crowds of strangers in the area (other tourists) once the crime been committed). A 
final environmental factor (presence/absence of guardians) should also be considered 
(Felson, 1994). In tourist settings, all tourists are away from home and therefore away 
from people they know. Therefore, the tourist-host environment is made up of strangers 
(hosts and other tourists) who are unfamiliar with (and therefore cannot protect/guard) 
tourists and their property. Some early tourism environment studies included non-tourist 
regions as their comparative controls (Chesney-Lind & Lind, 1986; Fujii & Mak, 1980; 
Ochryn, 1990; Walmsley et al., 1983). For instance, Fujii and Mak (1980) ruled out the 
extraneous variable of increased population by demonstrating a rise in tourist numbers 
was related to a significant rise in burglaries and rapes, whereas a comparable rise in the 
number of permanent residences in a non-tourist area showed no such relationship. 
Jackson and Schmierer (1996) considered the environmental characteristics unique to 
tourist centres and completed a comparative analysis of three tourist towns with non-
tourist control towns. They found that tourist towns had a higher percentage of 
arterial/major roads compared to all roads (good prospect, quick escape) and that the 
percentage of streets with public space was four times as high (good prospect, good 
refuge, good escape). The implication for tourist crime victimization was that tourist 
environments were designed for ready access of strangers and an increased tolerance by 
hosts of strangers in their community; both predictors of criminal behaviour. 
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Summary 
While generic psychographic research into crime provides some indication of 
the causes of tourist crime victimization, it fails to adequately explain why there was an 
increase in tourist crime victimization when there was an increase in tourism numbers in 
the local community. To evaluate the role of personality factors versus situation 
characteristics in tourist crime victimization, a suitable measure of tourist personality 
was necessary. The next section reviews the contribution of mainstream psychology to 
the applied area of tourism and the related tourism research in the area of development 
and evaluation of tourism-specific personality typologies. 
Psychology of tourism 
Psychology been applied to most areas of human endeavour. As an applied 
discipline, it has advanced knowledge in most areas. However, while the term 
Psychology of Tourism exists, psychological (specifically, personality) research has had 
little impact on the tourism area. For instance, a World Wide Web search found only 
one university level subject called Psychology of Tourism (in the Tourism degree 
program at RMIT University in Melbourne, Australia) and only two texts published 
under the title “Psychology of Tourism” (Pearce, 1982; Ross, 1994). There have been 
five consumer psychology texts published (Crouch, Perdue, Timmermans, & Uysal, 
2004; Crouch, Mazanec, Ritchie, & Woodside, 2001; Murphy & Murphy, 2004; 
Swarbooke & Horner, 1999; Theobald, 1998) but these texts have a narrow business 
focus on consumer psychology and marketing. A review of all of this material found 
few references to personality theory and no references to a tourism-specific personality 
inventory that could be used to investigate tourist crime victimization. Similarly, an 
analysis of the psychological literature also demonstrates the minimal impact of 
mainstream Psychology on tourism research and understanding of tourist behaviour [A 
keyword search of Proquest Psychology (which includes PSYCHINFO) failed to find 
any tourism research in mainstream Psychology]. 
Tourism Psychology 
The field of Tourism Psychology was a limited one. Most first generation 
tourism academics have originated from the disciplines of Business, Sociology, History, 
Leisure Studies, and Geography. A few psychologists have contributed to the area, but a 
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literature review of the six major Tourism journals (Riley & Love, 2000) found a 
significant under-representation of psychological theory and research. A keyword 
search of “psychology” in tourism journals generated some 73 articles (this represented 
only 1.3% of the total articles published in these journals). A further analysis of these 
articles using a keyword search of “Personality” found a total of 47 articles, only two of 
which mentioned psychology personality traits (Pizam et al., 2004; Reisinger & 
Mavando, 2005) and only one that focused on assessment and psychometrics (Pizam et 
al., 2004). For example, Reisinger and Mavando (2005) evaluated the impact of cultural 
and psychographic (including personality) factors on the perceptions of travel risk, 
anxiety and intentions to travel internationally. A path analysis on data from Australian 
domestic tourists and foreign international tourists visiting Australia found travel risk 
perception was both a function of cultural and psychographic factors. Personality traits 
were related to travel and anxiety, and cultural factors influenced the tourists’ 
perception of safety. The level of anxiety and safety determined the tourist’s intention to 
travel. Reisinger and Mavando (2005) used non-standardized generic measures of 
personality and did not relate the findings to any particular psychological personality 
theory. Pizam et al. (2004) completed cross cultural research on personality traits of the 
travel behaviours of young (mainly female, single) adult tourists. They found that a 
combination of high risk-taking and high sensation-seeking (high RSS) personality 
traits were associated with statistically significant different travel behaviours compared 
to tourists with low RSS. Respondents who scored high on RSS were active, energetic, 
spontaneous, and preferred less organized and less comfortable vacations to less known 
destinations. In contrast, low risk-taking, low sensation-seeking respondents had a 
distinct preference for low energy, indoor activities during a well planned, slow-paced, 
comfortable destination. 
Summary 
It was evident that the research domains of Tourism and Psychology have 
attracted minimal research. It was not surprising, therefore, that the development of a 
psychometrically valid tourist personality inventory to date not been achieved. Without 
such an inventory, the role of personality in determining tourist behaviour (in all areas 
including crime victimization) cannot be determined. Therefore the next step in this 
research process was to complete an extensive review of the tourism research literature 
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that contributed to tourist typologies. The final sections of the current chapter provide 
an overview and rationale for this thesis. 
Overview of thesis 
Chapter 2. Qualitative and quantitative analyses of tourist typologies 
Owing to the lack of personality research in the area of tourism, the next phase 
of this thesis was the completion of a comprehensive literature review of the tourist 
typology research. From a broad literature review, it was determined that there were no 
tourism-specific personality inventories in the public (academic) domain (Chapter 1.). 
In the second chapter of this thesis, a comprehensive comparative analysis of the 
literature focusing on tourist typologies was completed. The literature focussed on 
“discipline” areas (Sociology, Psychology, Business Marketing) and theory 
development of the last 50 years. This formed the basis for assessing tourist personality 
research and making recommendations for future research in this area. 
At the beginning of Chapter 2, a comparative analysis of the Tourism literature 
was then undertaken to determine the major theoretical considerations regarding tourist 
personality dimensions. These major themes formed the basis of the development of a 
tourism-specific personality inventory. The literature review highlighted the evolution 
of three major dimensions: quest for novelty (versus familiarity); institutionalised 
tourism experiences (versus free independent travel); and, motivation to explore, seek 
out and interact with hosts (versus escape, rest, relax and recuperate with minimal host 
interaction). An empirical analysis of the literature on tourist types (76 research studies) 
concluded that the field produced a large number of tourist typology descriptions (349 
in total) but failed to develop a reliable and valid measure of tourist personality.  
To provide an empirical base (content for specific items) for the tourism-specific 
personality inventory, two analyses on the 76 tourist typology studies were undertaken: 
a qualitative analysis and a quantitative lexical analysis. A qualitative analysis was 
selected because it provided an in-depth and detailed analysis without being restricted to 
pre-determined categories used to form the already created 349 tourist types. Using the 
qualitative approach (Grounded theory) allowed structure of a tourist personality theory 
to arise from the (atheoretical) raw data. The structure created by qualitative analysis 
included four themes: travel behaviours (what the tourist did before, during and after 
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travelling); destination characteristics (where they travelled and what destination 
characteristics were important); psychosocial aspects (who were the co-travellers and 
who did the tourist visit); and, psychographics (who were these tourists in terms of 
demographics and personality traits). The advantage of the qualitative Grounded theory 
approach was its validity (i.e., its ability to extract true/accurate findings from raw data, 
see Glasser & Strauss, 1967). However, quantitative researchers have questioned the 
reliability of qualitative findings (Reichardt & Rallis, 1994). That is, would other 
researchers extract the same concepts from the same original raw data? In response to 
such criticism, a multi-method research strategy was implemented (Davis, 2003; Denzin 
& Lincoln, 1994). This approach (called triangulation – Denzin, 1978) used quantitative 
lexical analysis. The lexical analysis not only corroborated the qualitative findings (of 
the four themes) but provided a rich lexicon that was used in the development of a 
tourist personality inventory. 
Lexical analysis has been widely used in the development of reliable and valid 
personality inventories (see Allport & Odberg, 1936; Cattell, 1949; Eysenck & 
Eysenck, 1975; Costa & McCrae, 1992). The approach is based on the Lexical 
Hypothesis that important and socially significant concepts in society have been 
encoded in the language of that culture. Therefore, the concept of a tourist personality is 
encoded in the tourism literature and can be “discovered” through lexical analysis. The 
results of the lexical analysis confirmed the four themes generated by the qualitative 
analysis (triangulation was achieved) and also provided a rich lexicon for an extensive 
description of the four themes: who (psychographics); does what (travel behaviours); 
with whom (co-travellers and hosts); and, where (destination characteristics).  
The final study of Chapter 2 was another qualitative analysis. The final step 
before the development of a tourism-specific personality inventory was to cultivate a 
description of the “tourist personality” created in the lexicon of the 349 tourist 
typologies generated by the academic tourist researchers. These 349 tourist typologies 
were classified using the three classic theoretical parameters: quest for novelty, reliance 
on the tourist industry; and, motivation to explore and interact with host communities. 
Fifty-one tourist types were classified with the above parameters and were placed under 
the personality dimension of Allocentricism. A further 102 tourist types had 
descriptions that were opposite and these were labelled Psychocentricism. This 
qualitative analysis provided a detailed description of two dimensionally opposite 
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possible tourist personality types. A further analysis described the complete four themes 
in terms of Allocentricism and Psychocentricism. 
Summary 
At the beginning of Chapter 2, preliminary (but comprehensive) literature 
reviews had determined that there was minimal tourism psychology research and there 
was no published reliable and valid tourist personality inventory. Using qualitative and 
quantitative research approaches the atheoretical collection of tourism typologies had 
been conceptualised along a Allocentric-Psychocentric tourist personality dimension. 
This analysis then allowed the construction of a tourism-specific personality inventory 
that was validated in terms of describing tourists and predicting their behaviours. 
Chapter 3. Development and evaluation of a Tourist Personality Inventory 
In the absence of an already published tourism-specific personality inventory, 
this research developed and evaluated a personality inventory based on the data 
generated in Chapter 2. The appropriate format for a tourism industry personality 
questionnaire (in terms of face validity) was one based on trait theory (describing 
personality in terms of enduring, stable behaviours), a Likert-type scale (used 
extensively in other tourist evaluation research) and items focusing on the four major 
themes identified in previous qualitative research (tourist personalities, travel 
behaviours, co-travellers and hosts, and, destination characteristics). To ensure 
validation of the tourist personality traits, the history and test construction theory of 
generic personality trait inventories was reviewed. The current benchmark inventory for 
personality traits was the NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1995) that assesses the Big Five 
personality dimensions (Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, 
Neuroticism). These dimensions were gender neutral, were stable (although they 
systematically vary within the individual across the life-span) and for the most part, 
were universal (have been used across diverse cultures).  
The tourist personality inventory was developed using the guidelines formulated 
by Anastasi and Urbina (1997). The constructed items had face validity (all focused on 
tourism) and had content validity (each item covered the major personality traits 
described in earlier. Once the (15) items were constructed, the inventory was 
administered to a population sample (N = 317) and two reliability measures were 
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completed. The inventory had moderate and acceptable reliability. In terms of validity a 
number of studies were completed. The inventory had fundamental predictive validity 
in terms of demographics. In terms of criterion (concurrent) validity, the allocentric 
dimension did not correlate with Extraversion but did correlate with Openness. This 
finding led to the decision to develop an orthogonal, two-dimension, four-tourist type 
solution (see Chapter 4).  
The next study found that the reliable and valid tourist personality inventory 
failed to predict actual tourist destination choice but accurately predicted ideal or 
preferred destination choice. This study demonstrated the significant impact social 
environmental factors (money, opportunity, time) had on actual tourist destination 
decision-making. While the tourist personality inventory was not expected to predict 
tourist destination choice, it was hypothesized that the inventory would allow prediction 
of more specific tourist behaviours (that is, behaviours under the individual tourists’ 
personal control). The final study of Chapter 3 demonstrated that the tourism 
personality inventory could predict specific tourist behaviours such as: pre-planning; 
pre-booking; preference for travel; and the perception of the most positive and negative 
experiences during the last tourist trip. 
Summary 
The primary aim of Chapter 3 was to develop and evaluate a tourism personality 
inventory in terms of reliability and validity. The inventory demonstrated moderate, 
acceptable reliability and showed strong evidence for validity (face, content, and 
criterion). In terms of issues associated with all personality trait research, predictive 
validity was increased when there was an increase in specificity of tourist behaviours. 
The next step in the construction and evaluation of the tourist personality inventory was 
to develop a tourist personality taxonomy and evaluate predictions within the tourist 
industry, across cultures and to utilize it to explain the causes of tourist crime 
victimization. 
Chapter 4 Psychographic segmentation and tourist crime victimization 
The first study in Chapter 4 described the final phase in the test development. 
This was the addition of a second (statistically independent) social personality 
dimension (Extraversion). This created four theoretical tourist personality types: Guided 
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(Psychocentric/Introvert); Groupie (Psychocentric/Extravert); Explorer 
(Allocentric/Introvert); and, Adventurer (Allocentric/Introvert). These four 
interdependent tourist personality types were evaluated in the final three studies.  
The first of these three studies was a final construct validation study and it 
assessed the ability of the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory to measure and 
predict travel behaviours in a different culture. The first step in the evaluation of cross-
cultural applicability of the tourist inventory was to use the Imposed ETIC methodology 
(Berry, 1989). That is, to determine the universality of the Allocentric Tourist 
Personality Inventory researchers translated the items and instructions into another 
language (in this case Chinese) and independently back translate it. The instrument was 
evaluated in terms of underlying structures identified by factor analysis. It was found 
that the factor structure was significantly difference than the original structure identified 
in an Australian sample. 
The second study involved surveying a sample of tourists visiting a Tourist 
Information Centre. Ten independent variables were identified and their relationship 
with the two personality dimensions (Allocentricism and Extraversion) was predicted. 
Further, the tourist type that demonstrated the most and least of each of the independent 
variables was nominated. Thus, the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory was 
assessed in terms of predictive validity and the results showed high levels of predictive 
accuracy. 
The final study in the thesis was the investigation of the influence of tourist 
personality on tourist crime victimization. This study provided both an opportunity to 
further validate the Tourist Personality Inventory and determine the role of personality 
in tourist crime victimization. The study reported high predictive validity. In terms of 
tourist personality types, Adventurer (Allocentric/Extravert) were more likely to 
become a victim of both person and property crime. Allocentric tourists were more 
likely to be victims of crime in all tourist locations while the guided 
(Psychocentric/Intorvert) personality sub-type were the least likely to be a victim of 
crime.  
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Summary 
The development and evaluation of a reliable and validity of Allocentric Tourist 
Personality Inventory provided opportunities to evaluate tourist behaviour and 
determine the role of tourist personality on travel behaviours. The AllocentricTourist 
Personality Inventory demonstrated high predictive validity in settings where the tourist 
had a high level of control over individual choices (e.g., amount of pre-trip planning and 
booking and preferred day to day activities while on holiday). In conclusion, this thesis 
outlined a series of studies that defined a “tourist”, measured tourist personality, and 
determined the influence of key parameters on tourist crime victimization. 
17 
CHAPTER 2 QUALITATIVE AND QUANTITATIVE ANALYSES OF TOURIST 
TYPOLOGIES 
Overview and purpose of chapter 
In essence, a complete understanding of the field of tourism will rely on the 
successful description of the tourist. The aim of this chapter was to conceptualize, 
organize, and analyse the many different descriptions and definitions of tourists. 
Historically, tourists have been described in terms of typologies. In this chapter, a 
review of the 76 papers that had developed some form of typology of tourists was 
reported. A qualitative analysis of a set of tourist typologies was then undertaken, 
followed by a quantitative lexical analysis, and, finally, a summative analysis of the 
total findings. The comparative analysis of research papers identified in the literature 
search was undertaken using the following dimensions: discipline orientation of the 
research; statistical procedures used to identify tourist types; source (Nationality) of the 
sample population; the size of the sample; specificity of population; number of tourist 
types generated; and, the (idiosyncratic) names of the tourist types. It was concluded 
from this analysis that the existing research was appropriately conceptualized as a set of 
independent studies that have failed to produce a coherent taxonomy of tourist types. As 
a consequence of this finding, a qualitative analysis was undertaken. This involved 
uploading the verbatim descriptions of the 349 tourist types identified in the tourism 
literature into the NUDIST computer program (see Richards & Richards, 1991). The 
subsequent qualitative analysis was based on Grounded Theory (see Glasser & Strauss, 
1967). The qualitative analysis generated four main themes: travel behaviour, 
destination characteristics, psychosocial aspects of travelling, and psychographic 
descriptions. The next stage of the research process was to complete a quantitative 
lexical analysis. This involved counting and classifying key linguistic concepts 
associated with describing tourist types and triangulated and thus corroborated the 
findings of the qualitative approach. The lexical analysis also provided a rich lexicon for 
each of these themes. The final study reported in this chapter focuses on psychographic 
variables. With the lack of tourism personality research, a final qualitative (summative) 
analysis was completed on the tourist types generated from the literature. The 349 
typologies were classified into dimensionally opposite constructs. One group of studies 
were characteristized by typologies described as novelty seekers, people who completed 
free independent travel and sought out and actively interacted with members of the host 
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community. These were labelled “Allocentrics” (see Plog, 1974). A second group of 
tourist typology studies classified tourists as “Psychocentrics” (see Plog, 1974) and 
described tourists who were seeking the familiar, were reliant on the tourist industry, 
and sought tranquillity (rather than active exploration). A full description of the 
(dimensionally) opposite ends of a possible tourist personality trait (i.e., Allocentric – 
Psychocentric) was achieved. This description formed the basis for the development 
(and evaluation) of a tourism-specific personality inventory (Chapter 3). 
Literature review 
The aim of this chapter was to conceptualize and organize the many different 
descriptions and definitions of tourists. A comparative analysis of the many papers 
describing the tourist was presented. The analysis focused on five key dimensions: 
discipline area of study, type of statistical analyses, size and type of tourist sample, 
nationality of sample, and the number and descriptive label of the typologies (see 
Appendix A) for the complete comparative analysis). Historically, the earliest research 
into tourism typologies was sociological, qualitative, and descriptive. This research 
contextualized tourism types within complex modern societies (i.e., tourism was 
conceptualized as modern humans attempt to understand their own reality by visiting 
“authentic” cultures. Subsequent research built on these sociological constructs but 
tended to be psychological in focus. This research comprised predominately data-based 
studies that attempted to quantify tourist typologies. However, most of these studies 
concentrated on comparing typologies along a single dimension. There was a near 
universal failure to describe typologies that predicted actual tourist behaviour. In 
contrast, current research tended to be applied and market driven (rather than 
theoretical), utilized sophisticated statistical procedures (e.g., cluster analysis) and 
attempted to segment specific tourism samples into groupings that would be useful for 
tourism marketing strategies. A brief review of key research in each of the areas 
follows. 
Sociological studies 
Before the 1980s, sociological studies on tourist typologies tended to be 
descriptive but had a theoretical orientation (Pearce, 1982). In his early writings, Erik 
Cohen (1972; 1979) theorized that an important issue in modern society was the 
struggle by the individual to establish an identity in a modern, mass-produced, 
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technological society. He argued that tourism experiences (especially international 
travel) provided an avenue for people to actively explore their individual identity in 
diverse societies. Cohen (1979) created four tourist types focusing on the degree of 
institutionalization. The first, the “Organized Mass Tourist” was defined as an 
institutionalized tourist who was dealt with routinely by the tourism industry-tour 
operators, who had a high need for familiarity, was low on adventurousness, took 
package tours, and had little contact with local culture or people. The second tourist 
type, the “Individual Mass Tourist”, was an institutionalized tourist who was dealt with 
routinely by the tourism industry-tour operators, but was more flexible and had more 
scope for personal choice. The “Explorer” was Cohen’s third tourist type and described 
a tourist who travelled independently and who shunned contact with the tourist industry 
except where absolutely necessary. Finally, the “Drifter” was a tourist who travelled 
independently, shunned contact with the tourist industry, attempted to get as far from 
home and familiarity as possible and became immersed in the host culture.  
Pearce (1982) extended Cohen’s (1972; 1979) work by asking a sample of 100 
tertiary students for their perceptions of 15 travel-related roles. These roles (including 
traveller, jet-setter, tourist, holiday-maker) were assessed on 20 constructs (including 
takes photos, seeks sensual pleasure, buys souvenirs, goes to famous places). Using 
both qualitative and quantitative methodology, Pearce (1982) developed five clusters on 
two dimensions. Pearce (1982) labelled these dimensions as degree of host contact and 
degree of exploitation (of the host community). Cohen’s (1979) degree of 
institutionalization (association with the tourist industry) runs at an oblique angle 
through Pearce’s solution (with tourist and holidaymaker at one end and religious 
pilgrim and hippie at the opposite end of the dimension). Pearce’s (1982) research 
attempt was one of the first studies to cluster traveller behaviour into conceptual 
typologies. No further research has been completed on Pearce’s five typologies and 
therefore little was known about their profiles (in terms of demographics, 
psychographics or traveller behaviours) and their possible marketing implications.  
Yiannakas and Gibson (1992) summarized a series of studies designed to 
develop a tourism typology. Based on Cohen’s (1972) formulations and Pearce’s (1982) 
Fuzzy Set research, Yiannakas and Gibson purposively sampled 521 people in the 
general US population to estimate the extent certain tourist-related role behaviours 
applied to them. Using a Multiple Dimensional Scaling procedure the following three 
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dimensions were developed: familiarity-strangeness; stimulation-tranquility; and, 
structure-independence. While Yiannakas and Gibson (1992) systematically described 
13 tourist types, the research only related the tourist types to three demographic 
variables (gender, age, and education level) and failed to relate these types to actual 
tourist behaviour. Expanding Cohen’s (1979) conceptualizations, Mo, Havitz, and 
Howard (1994) used the International Tourist Role scale to segment international tourist 
markets. A cluster analysis of 461 respondents generated four clusters. These were 
“High Novelty Seekers” (comparable to Cohen's Drifters and Explorers); “Destination 
Novelty Seekers” (similar to Cohen's Organized Mass Tourist); “Social Contact 
Seekers” (similar to the Cohen's Individual Mass Tourist and Explorers); and, “High 
Familiarity Seekers” (comparable to Cohen's Organized Mass Tourist). Mo et al. (1994) 
clearly illustrated the usefulness of accurate detailed profiles for each segment. For 
example, it was argued that advertising Asian destinations to potential Western tourists 
would require different marketing messages, different media outlets and different 
messages for High Novelty Seekers compared to Destination Novelty Seekers. In 
targeting High Novelty Seekers, effective promotion messages would stress Asia’s new, 
different, and exotic characteristics, the availability of local tourist facilities and 
opportunities for social contact with hosts. In contrast, messages to the Destination 
Novelty Seekers would emphasize the relative novelty of Asia as an international 
destination and the similarities between Western and Asian travel facilities.  
From an empirical research and test development perspective, Cohen’s travel 
styles been quantified by Keng and Cheng (1999), Mo et al. (1993, 1994), Snepenger 
(1987), and Yiannakis and Gibson (1992). These researchers have developed two 
tourism specific measures of novelty seeking – the Tourist Role Preference 
Questionnaire (TRPQ) developed by Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) and the International 
Tourism Role (ITR) developed by Mo et al. (1993). The TRPQ consists of 13 pairs of 
items developed to represent distinct tourist styles or roles, many of which were 
included in Cohen’s original conceptualization (Basala & Klenosky, 2001). TRPQ was 
a behavioural scale whereby respondents describe actual vacation behaviour that was 
conceptualized on three bipolar dimensions (familiarity versus strangeness; stimulation 
versus tranquillity; and, structure versus independence). The TRPQ was most useful in 
analysing past travel experiences (Basala & Klenosky, 2001). The ITR measured three 
related (but slightly different) dimensions (see Mo et al., 1993). These dimensions were 
labelled: destination orientation (novel versus familiar); travel services (use of travel 
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agents and guided tours); and, social contact (desire for host contact). The ITR was 
more robust and focused on past and present behaviours and even future intentions to 
engage in tourist behaviours. 
In a further study on the concept of novelty-familiarity, Basala and Klenosky 
(2001) tested and confirmed the notion that Familiarity Seekers would prefer well 
known destinations (where the host spoke the same language), comfortable (resort) 
accommodation, and, travel as part of a tour. It was also shown that Familiarity Seekers 
significantly increased their intentions to visit a “foreign” country if they could stay in 
resort (chain) hotels, travel in a group, and avoid language difficulties (an example of 
Cohen’s notion of environmental bubble). Basala and Klenosky also predicted that 
novelty-seeking tourists would be opposite this and prefer “non-touristy” destinations, 
simple basic local accommodation, to travel alone and travel independently. However, 
only some of the predictions were supported by the research findings. Novelty-seeking 
tourists did prefer non-touristy destinations, and although they sought out locally owned 
facilities, they preferred many modern amenities. While the novelty-seeking group did 
have the largest percentage of tourists who travelled alone, this was not the most 
frequent type of travel group. Novelty seekers preferred to travel with family, then 
travel with friends, then travel in groups, and then travel alone. The desire to experience 
novel destinations and cultures has repeatedly emerged in the broader tourism literature 
(Crompton, 1979; Lee & Crompton, 1992; Dann, 1977; 1981; Oh, Uysal, & Weaver, 
1995; Yuan & McDonald, 1990; Basala & Klenosky, 2001). Basala and Klenosky 
(2001), however, found that while there was a desire to travel and experience change 
and novelty, there was a difference in tourists’ willingness to travel in novel and 
unfamiliar ways. That is, when studying intentions to travel to destinations, some 
tourists preferred the “mass” style of pleasure travel (with its associated comforts), 
while others preferred adventure and a non-planned, non-organized tour. The critical 
factors were the type of accommodation, type of travel companions, and language of the 
host community (Cohen, 1972; 1979; Basala & Klenosky, 2001). These dimensions and 
preferences were related to the various typologies that have been created by Cohen 
(1972); Lue, Crompton, and Fesenmaier (1993); Pearce (1982); Plog (1974, 1981); 
Smith (1989); and Taylor (1994). Again, this social dimension seems to be independent 
of the novelty-familiarity dimension. Further research, exploring the relationship 
between the concept of novelty-familiarity and travel behaviours was an important 
component of this thesis. 
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Psychological studies 
Tourism psychology was one of the most neglected areas in both the discipline 
of Psychology and the field of tourism research. As a consequence, the existing research 
into psychographics was dominated by a few researchers and was relatively disjointed. 
Early work in the area of tourism personality was conducted by Plog (1974). However, 
Plog’s academic research output over the next four decades in this field has been 
minimal, and his test instrument and related findings have been restricted commercially. 
Hence, there has been minimal external validation of Plog’s conceptualizations. Instead, 
other researchers have either developed their own versions of Plog’s personality 
variables (see Smith, 1990)) or have used other (general) personality inventories (see 
Frew & Shaw, 1999). This has resulted in the failure to develop a reliable and valid 
tourism-specific personality inventory. 
Plog (1974, 1987, 1991) developed a tourism-specific scale using the type/trait 
personality theory of tourism. Plog’s original research involved interviewing people 
who did not travel by plane but earned above average incomes. Plog found these people 
were not venturesome, were anxious within their daily lives and believed they had little 
control over their lives (Cooper, Fletcher, Gilbert, & Wanhill, 1993). Plog (1974) 
classified this personality type as “Psychocentric”. The dimensional opposite 
personality type was labelled “Allocentric”. In general, tourists with an Allocentric 
personality type were said to prefer to be independent and have non-organized tourist 
experiences to little known destinations. In contrast, Psychocentric personality types 
were found to prefer to be part of mass tourism markets and were typified by tourists on 
highly organized packaged tours. In a further refinement, Plog (1987) hypothesized a 
continuum of tourist personality: from Psychocentrics to Midcentrics to Allocentrics. 
Plog also added an activation dimension, indicating that tourists also varied on the 
degree of activity they engaged in during travel experiences.  
Smith (1990) used a multinational sample to investigate the predictive validity 
of Plog’s concepts on actual tourist behaviour. Smith developed a 21-item tourism 
personality index and determined there was no relationship between allocentric 
personality characteristics and destination choice. Thus, Smith (1990) found no 
relationship between personality type and type of psychographic tourist destination. 
Plog (1990) in a strong re-buttal indicated that Smith had failed to use his measure and 
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therefore failed to adequately evaluate the relationship between psychographics and 
tourist destination choice.  
Nickerson and Ellis (1991) combined Plog’s Allocentric - Psychocentric 
dimension with an activation (or Extroversion-type) dimension to describe different 
types of tourist personalities. This study found a moderate positive correlation between 
Allocentricism and activation, developed eight tourist types, but failed to develop an 
empirical link with actual tourist behaviour. Griffith and Albanese (1996) expanded 
Nickerson and Ellis' (1991) research. However, predicted correlations between Plog's 
personality dimension and powerlessness (r = .14, ns), sensation seeking (r = .17, p < 
0.05), and generalized anxiety (r = - .16, p < 0.05) were in the expected direction but 
were small and failed to account for any significant amount of variance. Griffith and 
Albanese also sought to relate Plog's personality measure to actual tourist behaviour (r = 
.23, p < 0.05). Unfortunately, the methodology employed by Griffith and Albanese was 
flawed. In this study, the measure of actual travel behaviour was judged by three 
independent raters using Plog's (1991) list of 28 Allocentric-Psychocentric personality 
characteristics. While the correlation was more impressive, this aspect of the study was 
an inappropriate way to achieve validation (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). That is, they 
used Plog's inventory to predict behaviours described and classified by Plog's list of 
personality characteristics.  
Most recently, and after more than 30 years of relative research publication 
inactivity, Plog (2002) published some data to support his theoretical formulation. It 
was noteworthy that since his first theoretical paper (Plog, 1974), all Plog’s publication 
have been theoretical elaborations of the original concepts (see Plog, 1979, 1987, 1990, 
1991, 1994, 1995, 2001). Consequently, these papers were largely re-iterations of 
Plog’s basic theme – although it was acknowledged that in the mid 1990s Plog changed 
the dimension labels so they would be more “reader friendly” (Plog, 2002). Thus 
Psychocentrics became “Dependables” and Allocentrics changed to “Venturers” (Plog, 
1995, 2002). In this 2002 research, Plog correlated income level and tourist personality 
type with various travel behaviours. Plog reported a modest correlation (0.20) between 
income and psychographics (Venturers had higher incomes than Dependables). Plog 
(2002) indicated that he found this result surprising, reported the relationship explained 
very little variance, and indicated that if a person’s income level was known, then 
researchers could not predict personality type. The main findings of Plog’s (2002) were 
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significant correlations between personality type and income with: total trips, total 
domestic trips, total international trips, total trip spending, and previous 12 month 
spending. Overall, psychographics had higher correlations with travel behaviours 
(compared to income) and when income and personality type were combined, the 
correlations with tourist behaviours were the strongest. Finally, while there was no 
statistical analysis, Plog (2002) provided descriptive data (totals) that indicated that on 
all travel activities (including shopping, fine dining, visiting historical sites, visiting 
nightclubs/theatre, hiking, backpacking, bicycle tours) venturers were much more active 
than Dependables. In conclusion, Plog’s original conceptualization demonstrated that 
psychographics was correlated with income and predicted a wide range of tourist 
activities. 
Current tourism psychology research can be found in published conference 
proceedings of the three successful conferences in consumer psychology in tourism 
hospitality and leisure (Crouch et al., 2001; Crouch et al., 2004; Woodside, Sakai, 
Crouch, Mazanec, & Opperman, 1999). Examples of current tourism psychology 
research include Aaker (1997), Gountas and Gountas (2000), and McGuiggan (2004). 
For example, Aaker (1997) conducted parallel Big Five personality research in 
consumer behaviour on brand personality. After reducing 309 personality traits to 114, 
subjects were asked to describe 40 brands in terms of these personality traits. A 
principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation produced a five-factor 
solution. The brand personality traits were: Sincerity, Excitement, Competence, 
Sophistication, and Ruggedness. To evaluate the generality of this solution, separate 
factor analyses were run on the following four sub-samples: male versus female and 
young versus older. The same factor structure with the same traits occurred in all four 
sub-samples. The psychometric properties of these dimensions have also been examined 
by Aaker. It was found that both the test-retest reliability and internal reliability using 
Cronbach’s Alpha were high. In exploring criterion validity, Aaker (1997) matched 
three brand personality dimensions with three of the Big Five. Thus, Agreeableness was 
matched with sincerity; Extraversion was matched with excitement; and, 
Conscientiousness was matched with competence. The other brand dimensions 
(Sophistication and Ruggedness) Aaker (1997) hypothesized were ideals and not true 
personality traits (e.g., “ruggedness” brand images such as Marlboro cigarettes, Levi 
jeans, Solo soft drink).  
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Gountas and Gountas (2000) research examines the nature of Jungian 
personality theory and individual tourism characteristics. In their study, Gountas and 
Gountas used the Myer Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) to survey 760 English tourists 
flying to diverse destinations. While the original MBTI scores people on four 
temperament variables (Sensory, Thinking, Judging, Extravert), Gountas and Gountas 
(2000) failed to replicate these variables when using factor analysis but found an 
alternate (untested) solution. While promising future predictive research, this study 
failed to report any linkage between their new personality variables and destination 
choice.  
McGuiggan (2004) studied tourist choice by focusing on two emerging areas: 
the role of the individual (personality) differences and the importance of three levels of 
constraints. The constraints were intrapersonal (e.g., stress, depression, anxiety); 
interpersonal (lack of friends/family with whom to travel); and, structural (time, 
opportunity, life cycle stage). McGuiggan (2004) incorporated personality variables in 
an attempt to describe how individual tourists may overcome these possible constraints. 
This research achieved high predictive validity because it measured preferences rather 
than actual destination choices. McGuiggan (2004) explains how various personality 
traits (e.g., Extraversion, Neuroticism, Conscientiousness) can be used to negotiate the 
three levels of constraints. This was further supported by Courney and Hellsten (1998) 
who found that each of the Big Five personality dimensions was correlated with 
exercise/activity/recreation motives. McGuiggan (2004) argued that Plog’s Allocentric-
Psychocentric tourist personality traits hold a similar relationship and help determine 
the level of adventure and novelty that tourists may choose to experience.  
In the absence of further research and development of Plog’s tourist types, other 
researchers have used generic psychological inventories (Frew & Shaw, 1999; Gilchrist, 
Povey, Dickinson, & Povey, 1995; Holbrook & Olney, 1995; Pizam et al., 2004). For 
example, Frew and Shaw (1999) employed Holland’s Vocational Preference Inventory 
in an attempt to identify personality type and actual tourist destination choice. While 
they found some significant correlations, these could have occurred by (statistical) 
chance alone. Pizam et al. (2004) combined two psychological measures (risk-taking 
and sensation-seeking) and found that tourists who scored high on both dimensions 
(high risk-takers and high sensation-seekers) were active, energetic, spontaneous, and 
preferred less organized and less comfortable vacations to less known destinations (the 
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authors suggest this was equivalent to Plog’s allocentricism dimension). In contrast, low 
risk-taking, low sensation-seeking respondents had a distinct preference for low energy, 
indoor activities during a well planned, slow-paced, comfortable destination (a 
psychocentric type tourist experience).  
Marketing research contributions 
Early studies from the business perspective focused on economic factors. 
Tourism was defined within the following parameters (temporary visitors staying at 
least 24 hours in the country visited) and classified in terms of purpose of trip for 
economic reasons. The three classifications were: leisure/holiday (or non-work and 
staying in commercial settings); business/conference (or work and staying in 
commercial settings); and, visiting friends and relatives (VFR) (or non-work and not 
staying in commercial settings). Early research was concerned with the economic 
impact of visitors, the expenditure of money on accommodations and tourist ventures, 
and the tourist multiplier index (an economic measure of the impact of tourist 
expenditure in the host community). These early studies were more interested in the 
tourism industry and ignored the concept of (individual) tourist (e.g., actual tourist 
behaviours, their motivation to travel, destination choice, etc.). Research in the 1980s 
began to focus on tourist demand, tourism promotion and market segmentation. Current 
market segmentation uses sophisticated statistical procedures (principally cluster 
analysis) and research highlights a wide range of objective and subjective measures of 
tourist types (see Diaz-Martin, Iglesias, Vazquez, & Ruiz, 2000). Examples of 
marketing studies included those by Hudson and Ritchie (2002), Kozak (2002), and 
Lehto, O’Leary, and Morrison (2002). For example, Hudson and Ritchie (2002) 
surveyed 3017 domestic tourists and used travel decisions as the clustering base. The 
subsequent cluster analysis generated the following five segments: Young Urban 
Outdoor; Indoor Leisure; Children First; Fair Weather Friends; and, Older Cost-
Conscious. Each cluster was described in terms of: demographics (e.g., age, gender, 
marital status, life cycle, income); travel behaviours (e.g., indoor activities such as 
shopping and dining versus outdoor activities such as camping and various sports); co-
travellers (e.g., travel with family or in tour groups); hosts (e.g., visit friends and 
relatives); destination characteristics (e.g., safe and secure environment); and, travel 
information (e.g., word of mouth, television, internet, travel agent). A descriptive 
example of Cluster #4 (Fair Weather Friends Market) illustrates the type of detail 
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provided. The following is a verbatim description of the cluster that was part of the 
material generated for the subsequent qualitative analysis.  
[the cluster was]    the second oldest cluster; influenced to 
travel by family and friends and weather conditions; low 
marriage rate; few children; slightly more males; main travel 
decision is visiting family and friends; moderate incomes with 
few budget concerns; time and resources to travel; participates 
in a full range of activities; do not have a high frequency of 
activities; like to camp; hike, ski, golf, fish, hunt, sightsee, and 
horse back ride while visiting family and friends; best informed 
re destination and places to visit; key sources of travel 
information include word of mouth, television, newspapers, 
internet and tourist information centres. (Hudson & Ritchie, 
2002, p. 273) 
Representative examples that illustrated the marketing research approach to 
tourist typologies were studies by Horneman, Carter, Wei, & Ruys (2002) and Jamrozy 
and Uysal (1994). Horneman et al. (2002) identified six segments within the Australian 
senior travel market (Conservative, Pioneer, Aussie, Big Spender, Indulger, Enthusiast). 
These researchers reported tourist segment differences in travel motivations. It was 
found the Conservative segment was primarily motivated by personal safety and 
familiarity with the destination. Indulgers wished to reduce stress and tension and 
escape/avoid mass tourism destinations. The Aussie segment was interested in personal 
safety and familiarity with the destination, wished to reduce stress and tension, and was 
motivated to facilitate kinship relationships. The Enthusiast segment wished to self-
actualize, to be entertained and to maximize social interactions with other tourists and 
hosts. The Big Spender segment had limited time but plenty of resources to experience 
modern conveniences and maximize entertainment. Finally, the Pioneer segment was 
motivated to reduce stress and tension, go back to the basics, be one with nature, and 
escape mass tourism while exploring history/heritage. Jamrozy and Uysal (1994) 
studied German overseas travellers and described five tourist segments (Alone, 
Couples, Family groups, Friendship groups, Organized groups). They found that each 
segment was motivated by difference factors. For instance, Organized groups wanted to 
learn and experience something new in a predictable manner and accompanied by like 
others. In contrast, Alone tourists sought novelty and adventure in high-risk 
environments (including different cultures in foreign destinations). 
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Study 1. Archival analysis of tourist typologies 
Since the beginning of the 1970s, there have been three distinct movements 
attempting to describe tourist types. The first movement was primarily driven by the 
discipline of Sociology and focused on the alienation of modern technological society. 
Researchers identified three major responses to tourism experience: dependence on the 
travel industry, the quest for strangeness/novelty, and the quest for tranquillity (Cohen, 
1972, 1979; Mo et al., 1994; Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992). The second movement, from 
within the discipline of Psychology, involved an attempt to describe a tourism-specific 
personality trait. The foundation research by Plog (1974) identified a tourism 
personality dimension that was labelled Allocentric – Psychocentric. Interestingly, the 
same three themes mentioned by Cohen (1972) were present in Plog’s (1974) 
descriptions of tourist personality. Subsequent psychological research showed some 
empirical support for this tourism-specific personality dimension (Griffith & Albanese, 
1996; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; Plog, 2002). This research faltered by the commercial 
restriction on Plog’s personality instrument and the lack of empirical studies from Plog. 
Other researchers attempted to use generic psychological instruments but generally led 
to small correlations that accounted for only a small amount of explained variance 
(Frew & Shaw, 1999; Galloway & Lopez, 1999; Gilchrist et al., 1995; Pizam et al., 
2004). Interestingly, the most comprehensive study, Pizam et al. (2004) used risk-taking 
and sensation-seeking. They concluded that high risk-takers and high sensation-seekers 
approximated Plog’s concept of Allocentricism. That is, risk-taking equated with 
independence from travel industry professionals and not pre-planning and pre-booking, 
and sensation-seeking equated with active exploration and visiting little known, novel 
destinations.  
The final phase of tourism typology research was industry driven. In an attempt 
to develop efficient, economical, marketing strategies to assist the industry in practical 
ways, Business tourism researchers attempted market segmentation. This atheoretical 
approach has dominated the research literature in the past two decades and generated a 
vast number of tourist types. These tourist types were described in terms of 
psychographics and demographics and were linked to a description of travel behaviours, 
co-travellers and destination choices. These typologies were identified for the industry 
and specific marketing strategies were generally highlighted as a useful end product of 
the research. Unfortunately, this descriptive approach using specific sub-samples of the 
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tourist population (e.g., those who use the internet to book accommodation, etc.) have 
provided many tourist types but not advanced the development of a tourism personality 
dimension. However, researchers Basala and Klenosksy (2001) and Riley (1988) both 
advocate a more in-depth examination of tourism personality dimensions such as the 
novelty seeking-familiarity continuum. Both sets of researchers perceive that a more 
complete understanding of the differences between different travel style groups clearly 
remains an important topic in future tourism research. A primary aim of this thesis was 
to identify major themes associated with tourist personality dimensions and to develop a 
reliable and valid tourist personality inventory. 
This first study described a comparative analysis of research from the three 
different orientations: sociological, psychological, and business. These studies were 
compared in terms of theoretical orientation, statistical procedures, sample 
characteristics, and number and names of the many tourist types. Subsequent qualitative 
and quantitative analyses then attempted to highlight common themes and provide a 
rich description that formed the basis for describing a tourist personality dimension. 
Method 
Materials 
Seventy-six studies were selected for analyses. These articles were sourced via 
an exhaustive literature search through keyword searches of electronic data-bases and 
reviewing the main tourism journals including Annals of Tourism Research, Journal of 
Hospitality and Leisure Marketing, Tourism Management, Journal of Marketing 
Research, Journal of Travel Research, and Journal of Vacation Marketing. A complete 
reference list of studies used and their comparative analysis can be found in Appendix 
A. A summary table of the data is provided below (see Table 1.1.). The inclusion 
criteria included articles that described tourist types that were related to tourism or 
travel-related behaviour. The aim of the research was to be inclusive of most typology 
studies in tourism research irrespective of the discipline background and the aims of the 
researchers. 
Procedure and data analysis 
The comparative literature review attempted to identify commonalities and 
differences among the 76 tourism research studies. Data collection captured information 
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relating to: authors and dates of publication; theoretical orientation; type of data 
analysis; nationality of sample; sample size and type of tourist; and, number and names 
of tourist types. The specific measures and data collection procedures were described 
below. 
Authors and publication dates. The articles were organized in alphabetical order 
by author and date (see Appendix A.). For the summary table, the articles were 
classified into decade of publication date (see Table 1.1.). 
Orientation. Each study was classified into one of three theoretical orientations. 
Classification was determined primarily by aim of the research and implications of the 
obtained results. Categories included: Sociological (which also included Anthropology); 
Psychology; and, Business Marketing. 
Type of data analysis. From the results section of each study, research was 
classified as: inferential (including LISREL analysis, factor analysis, cluster analysis, 
discriminant functional analysis, multi-dimensional scaling, multiple regression); 
descriptive (including qualitative analysis, means, mean differences, Chi-square); and, 
theory only (constituting a theoretical paper with no data analysis). 
Country. From the methods section, samples were labelled in terms of 
nationality. Multi-national samples were listed in the separate categories of each nation. 
Size. Size of sample was recorded, however, given the small number of samples 
in some analyses, median scores were recorded in the summary table. 
Type of tourist. Types of tourist were classified into two categories: General and 
Special. (a) General tourists were defined as coming from the general population or 
single samples of overseas travellers, interstate visitors, domestic tourists and pleasure 
travellers. (b) Special tourists were defined as specific sub-types of tourists (including 
Bed & Breakfast, hotel guests, rural tourists, wine tourists, eco-tourists, etc.).  
Results and Discussion 
An analysis of the 76 studies that described tourist typologies (listed in 
Appendix A) and summarized in Table 1.1 show a steady (but extremely low) theory 
based research from the 1970s, but an exponential type acceleration of atheoretical 
marketing research beginning in the 1990s. While such applied research had practical 
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value in market segmentation (and thus target marketing and promotion of tourism 
product), the major academic concern was the lack of theory building. The many tourist 
typologies reported in the literature were mainly developed from specific populations 
(e.g., rural tourists, hotel guests, ecotourists, etc.) and were segmented using 
atheoretical statistical procedures such as factor analysis and cluster analysis. Thus, the 
results have little generality and no theory building. The use of inferential statistics 
strengthened the reliability of the various tourism typologies. However, the failure to 
relate the findings (tourist types) to past research (especially underlying themes such as 
quest for novelty, etc.) and the subjective idiosyncratic labelling of the typologies by 
researchers working independently in different specialist fields, prevented theory 
building and the development of a psychology of tourist personality types. An extensive 
qualitative analysis needed to be completed on this diverse field to identify common 
dimensions across all these tourist typologies. This was the aim of the second study in 
this chapter. 
Table 1.1. Summary table of 76 studies on tourist personality types 
Decade Orientation  
(# of studies) 
Data Analysis 
(# of studies) 
# of 
countries  
Median 
sample size 
(range) 
Type of 
sample (# of 
studies) 
70s Marketing (3) 
Psychology (1) 
Sociology (1) 
Inferential (1) 
Descriptive (1) 
Theory only (4) 
2 
 
% Asian (0) 
0 
(0 – 2900) 
General (1) 
Special (1) 
Nil (3) 
80s Marketing (3) 
Psychology (0) 
Sociology (0) 
Inferential (3) 
Descriptive (1) 
Theory only (0) 
2 
 
% Asian (0) 
407 
(100 – 3962) 
General (2) 
Special (1) 
Nil (0) 
90s Marketing (29) 
Psychology (3) 
Sociology (2) 
Inferential (27) 
Descriptive (7) 
Theory only (0) 
15 
 
% Asian (30) 
500 
(84 – 2713) 
General (19) 
Special (15) 
Nil (0) 
00s Marketing (29) 
Psychology (3) 
Sociology (1) 
Inferential (24) 
Descriptive (7) 
Theory only (0) 
12 
 
% Asian (25) 
523 
(86 – 13647) 
General (17) 
Special (17) 
Nil (0) 
Total Marketing (62) 
Psychology (7) 
Sociology (7) 
Inferential (55) 
Descriptive (16) 
Theory only (4) 
20 
 
% Asian (20) 
500 
(0 – 13647) 
General (39) 
Special (34) 
Nil (3) 
 
The impressive aspect of the current literature review was the breadth of the 
research that has been conducted (i.e., over 25 years of research, nearly 90,000 tourists 
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from 20 different countries have been assessed in terms of some tourist typology). A 
more detailed analysis of this research indicated that there has been acceleration in 
marketing research while psychological and sociological studies have remained 
constant. As a consequence, there been an increase in atheoretical research in this area. 
Interestingly, there has been a trend to describe less typologies per sample population. 
In early research (up to the early 1990s), tourist psychographic researchers describe 
many tourist types (from 6 – 13) (see Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; Smith, 1977; Yiannakis 
& Gibson, 1992; Young, Ott, & Feigin, 1978), while current research ranges from two 
to four (see Chen, 2003; Ekinci & Chen, 2003; Kim, Wei, & Ruys, 2003; Lehto et al., 
2002). Explanations for this reduction included the motivation to simplify applied 
atheoretical marketing solutions for business people (to develop viable marketing 
strategies) and the increase in studying specialist populations rather than the general 
tourist population.  
Respondents from 20 different nationalities have been surveyed and 25 percent 
of these nations have a strong collectivist culture value (see Hofstede, 1980). When 
comparing individualistic cultures with collectivist cultures, there was no significant 
statistical difference in terms of number of tourist types per sample population. Finally, 
the number of respondents surveyed totalled 89,798. Nearly half (46.6%) were deemed 
to come from the general population and were segmented into various tourist types that 
covered all aspects of the tourist experience. This included: source of pre-trip 
information (Bonn, Furr, & Susskind, 1999); amount of pre-trip planning (Goldsmith & 
Litvin, 1999); transport mode (Plog, 1974); travel personality types (Frew & Shaw, 
1999); tourist’s travel motivation (Galloway, 2002); travel behaviours (Moscardo, 
Pearce, Morrison, Green, & O’Leary, 2000); travel companions (Young et al., 1978); 
and, destination types (Lehto et al., 2002).  
A detailed comparative analysis of tourist typology research indicated that an 
extraordinary amount of empirical research has been completed. However, there has 
been a failure of the later (marketing) research to build on early theoretical foundations 
and develop tourist personality types. The next study in this chapter reported on 
research that used the qualitative research paradigm in an attempt to conceptualize the 
vast research area. This research utilized the Grounded theory approach (Glasser & 
Strauss, 1967) which allowed major themes regarding tourist typologies to emerge from 
raw data generated by past research. While qualitative approaches using Grounded 
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theory have validity (Glasser & Strauss, 1967), many quantitative researchers question 
the approach’s reliability (that is, would another researcher analysing the same pool of 
data, conceptualize the same themes and arrive at the same conclusions (Reichardt & 
Rallis, 1994). To confirm the reliability and (concurrent) validity of the qualitative 
findings, the third study in this series utilized the quantitative approach. This allowed an 
evaluation of qualitative and quantitative research in terms of triangulation (Denzin, 
1978). The third study involved a lexical analysis of the description of the 349 tourist 
typologies used in the qualitative analysis (see Study 2). 
Study 2. Qualitative analysis (Grounded theory) of tourist typologies  
Purpose of study 
It was concluded in Study 1 that early sociological and psychological 
theoreticians in tourism had developed a number of major psychographic motivations 
associated with tourist experiences. The first theme formed around the notion that 
tourists either had a quest for novelty (active exploration of the unknown) or a desire to 
seek out the familiar (to escape from modern society and rest, relax, and recuperate). 
The second theme focused on the interaction between the tourist and the travel industry. 
Again, there appeared to be tourists who minimized planning, avoided structure, and 
who wished for a free independent tourist experience. In contrast, there were large 
numbers of people who took advantage of the tourist industry’s ability to plan and 
organize (safe) tour packages. For many, the tourist industry helped take the uncertainty 
and therefore the anxiety out of tourist experiences. The third major theme focused on 
travel behaviours. There were tourists who sought out “authentic” cultures, who 
expended effort and resources to discover remote and culturally different host 
communities, and who spent time learning more about the world and more about their 
own existence. In contrast, there were tourists who wished to do no more than have a 
relaxing experience and considered hosts and their community as irrelevant to the 
tourist experience. One of the main criticisms of the literature reviewed in Study 1 was 
the failure of later research to develop and evaluate these fundamental ideas.  
The Archival research that was presented in Study 1 identified 76 studies 
describing tourist typologies. In all, 349 descriptions of different tourists were 
highlighted. Overall, a consistent set of parameters was used to segment these tourist 
samples. These included: demographics; psychographics; pre-trip behaviours including 
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planning and pre-booking; travel behaviours both in transport choice and tourist 
activities that constituted the tourist experience; psycho-social factors involving travel 
companions and interact with host communities; and finally, tourist destination 
characteristics that attract tourists. In general, these studies were insular and failed to 
link with previous research and theoretical formulations. The research studies 
highlighted simple (correlation) relationships and were published to provide the tourist 
industry with data to create marketing strategies.  
In response to this diverse collection of unrelated research, it was decided to 
complete an in-depth analysis. A quantitative analysis in Study 1 highlighted the 
number of studies; the number of typologies; the mean number of typologies per 
research paper; and, even the trends toward marketing research with larger samples but 
fewer typologies. However, such research failed to provide the rich meaning of what 
was a “tourist” and what were the key determinants of tourist personality types. Two 
textual analyses can be used to determine this: a qualitative analysis that conceptualized 
(who is) the tourist and identified personality tourist types; and a quantitative analysis to 
provide key descriptors of these tourist personality types. This study focuses on the 
qualitative analysis of the 76 studies (extracting meaning) while the next study (Study 
3) utilized a lexical analysis to help triangulate the qualitative results and provide a rich 
lexicon of the tourist types.  
Qualitative methods allowed issues/themes to be explored in depth and detail 
without being constrained by pre-determined categories of analysis. Thus, qualitative 
methods were well suited to gain an understanding of the meanings people place on 
events, processes, and structures (Stockdale, 1989; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Potter, 
1996). Some researchers (Gordon & Langmaid, 1988; Kelly, 1991; Peterson, 1994) 
have advocated that qualitative research was the most appropriate methodology to study 
personality and behaviour. In this research study, qualitative research became the 
priority methodology and was complemented by a quantitative lexical analysis (see 
Morgan, 1998). 
Choice of methodology 
There were three major data-gathering techniques that form the basis of 
qualitative inquiry: archival, unobtrusive observation, and the case study method 
(Woolcot, 1992). The selection of the most appropriate method depends of the particular 
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end-point. In this research, the qualitative data analysis was associated with 
understanding the meaning underlying the descriptors of 349 tourist types arising from 
an archival research of the tourism literature. While mainly associated with historians 
and philosophers, the data gathering technique selected here was the archival approach 
(Woolcot, 1992).  
In this research study, all material for the qualitative analysis been faithfully 
gathered from the previous published tourism research. The major data analysis 
technique involved relating the content to underlying concepts that in turn led to theory 
generation. The treatment of archival research can vary (Dobbert & Kirth-Schai, 1992). 
However, the overall emphasis when analysing archival material is constant 
comparisons between materials to discover commonalities or underlying uniformities 
(Dobbert & Kirth-Schai, 1992). The most appropriate data analysis technique for 
constant comparison is the Grounded theory approach (Glasser & Strauss, 1967).  
The major “scientific” concern associated with qualitative research was the 
threat to objectivity. Currently, empirical psychology emphasizes the notion of 
objective reality that exists independently of the observer. That is, objects exist in their 
own right. With this assumption, quantitative researchers attempt to measure this 
phenomenon in an objective (and thus reliable and valid) manner. In contrast, 
qualitative researchers emphasize the notion that objects only exist in the mind of the 
observer, and that the interpretation of their existence differs from one observer to 
another. From this perspective, two observers of the same phenomenon can have two 
different (subjective) cognitions. To achieve reliability (and thus validity), these 
differing perceptions/cognitions need to be understood from the subjective contexts of 
the two observers.  
Thus, quantitative researchers question which interpretation is the universal 
“truth” while the qualitative researchers indicate that both subjective interpretations are 
true (Jansen & Reshkin, 1992). In an attempt to resolve this dilemma, a second method, 
a quantitative lexical analysis, was used in this research in an attempt to triangulate the 
results thus providing collaborative empirical support for the qualitative research 
findings.  
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Justification for Qualitative research 
The decision to use either qualitative or quantitative research paradigms was 
associated with the status of the research question. If the research area is well-
established and there are substantial theories that provide specific hypotheses to be 
tested, the quantitative research approach with its deductive reasoning and standardized 
(reliable) methodology would be appropriate. However, if the research area is not clear 
(never researched or disjointed/contradictory) and theories and hypotheses have not yet 
emerged, then qualitative analysis is deemed most appropriate. In tourism typology 
research, the extensive body of research appears to be disjointed and the associated 
theories have yet to be developed sufficiently to provide appropriate hypothesis testing.  
Thus qualitative research of the existing archival tourist typology data should 
provide the major common themes that constitute a description for a future tourist 
personality taxonomy. In this way, essential underlying parameters that make up the 
structure of a tourist personality construct can be identified. A detailed description of 
these tourist psychographic dimensions can then be developed using a quantitative 
lexical analysis (see next study). With a comprehensive personality structure and a rich 
description of each of the tourist personality traits it was then time to develop 
hypotheses for validation research. 
The qualitative research approach was characterized by unique assumptions, 
designs, and data analysis techniques. The basic assumptions of the qualitative 
approaches was that humans/tourists were individuals with free will, they use language 
to understand their subjective reality, they actively influence others (and therefore their 
behaviour was not always rational/predictable), and humans/tourists can only be 
understood within their unique cultural, developmental, and linguistic framework. In 
essence, tourism can only be understood by determining the underlying motivations 
(and personality) associated with travel behaviours. Further, this was only achieved by 
careful consideration of the socio-cultural context of each individual tourist. The 
research design of any research is basically a plan, developed by the researcher, to 
achieve the aims of the research. In qualitative research, the aim of the research is to 
create a knowledge base and to identify emerging themes. Grounded Theory was 
specifically developed to analyse textual data and through inductive reasoning develop 
scientific theories (Glasser & Strauss, 1967). Thus, qualitative researchers make no 
assumptions about the knowledge (in the area of study) and approach data analysis in a 
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flexible, non-directional manner. Researchers use constant comparisons and analysis to 
identify commonalities that were coded into concepts which in turn emerged as major 
themes. These data analysis techniques can vary but when confronted with disjointed, 
atheoretical material, psychology researchers have preferred to use “Grounded theory”. 
Grounded theory 
During the past 40 years, Glasser and Strauss (1967) have formulated their 
Grounded Theory. Grounded Theory was developed to discover reasons why people 
behave in a certain way under certain situations. The Grounded Theory approach was 
designed to generate theory (a cohesive set of explanatory concepts) based on raw data. 
Glasser & Strauss (1967) argued that new theories should emerge using inductive 
reasoning and systematically analysing textual data. The Grounded Theory approach 
was the most comprehensive qualitative research methodology available (Haig, 2006). 
The general goals of the Grounded Theory approach were to: inductively derive theory 
from basic data; develop some theoretical understanding from unstructured raw data; 
and, evaluate the theory in terms of adequacy of explanation. Of all the social sciences, 
the discipline of Psychology had the most limited exposure to the use of Grounded 
Theory (Davies, 2003; Haig, 2006). Haig (2006) argues that the Grounded Theory was 
scientific in that: its primary starting goal was to clearly formulate the problem; it 
emphasizes the importance of developing method in the context of solving the problem; 
it creates concepts (or regularities) from raw data; it ensures emerging theories were 
grounded in the data; it ensures theories make testable predictions; and, it ensures that 
theories can be validated in terms of a “good” theory (Pervin & John, 2001).  
The use of Grounded Theory approach on the raw data (in this instance, the 349 
tourist typologies) should begin by identifying the problem, which was the lack of a 
unifying, comprehensive theory of tourism personality. While there was an impressive 
amount of (disjointed) research (70+ empirical research studies), the use of the 
Grounded Theory approach provided the appropriate methodology to identify emergent 
themes associated with the body of knowledge in the area of tourism typologies. These 
major themes formed the basis for the development of a tourist personality inventory 
that can be subsequently used to validate Grounded Theory.  
The Grounded Theory approach was based on a specific methodology (Davies, 
2003; Finch, 1998; Haig, 2006). It begins with the careful selection of data that 
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represents the body of knowledge under review. In this case, an extensive review was 
completed. This involved reviewing the top “six” tourism journals that identified an 
extensive list (around 70) of key references that comprehensively described sets of 
tourist typologies. For balance and historical context, the classic writings on tourist 
typologies (e.g., Cohen, 1972, 1979, Pearce, 1982) were also included.  
The second phase of Grounded Theory methodology was the use of coding 
schemes. While computer programmes such as NUDIST (Richards & Richards, 1994) 
use the word “nodes”, the initial coding process was highlighted by constant 
comparisons of materials and the linking of similar ideas/notions. In this thesis, a 
systematic analysis of each typology and a comparative analysis between typologies 
(what does each typology have in common with other typologies?) were completed. 
These ideas/notions were then conceptualized in terms of the “problem” and themes 
addressing the relevant issues emerge from the raw data. This process of constant 
comparisons, linking commonalities and developing categories/themes continues until 
no new themes were created. It was these themes that become the fundamental building 
blocks of the emerging theory (Davies, 2003; Glasser & Strauss, 1967; Pitney, 2002).  
Thus, in the current research, constant comparisons was made within sets of 
typologies (from each of the empirical studies) and then between the typologies across 
all 76 studies. Those aspects of tourist typologies that were common was noted and 
conceptualized within the tourism context. These concepts were then combined into 
themes. 
Method 
A literature survey generated 76 articles that had attempted to describe tourist 
typologies. For each article, a near as possible verbatim description of each tourist type 
was transcribed. The total words transcribed were 25,762. The average number of 
typologies per research article was 4.6 (mode = 4) with a range from two to 13 
typologies. All these typology descriptions were downloaded into the NUD*IST 
programme (a qualitative computer software package, Richards & Richards, 1994). 
Note, early research was theory-driven and dimension oriented while later research was 
atheoretical and data-driven (attempting only to identify cluster segments that were 
meaningful in terms of marketing). 
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Results and Discussion 
The qualitative analysis generated four major themes. In order of emphasis, they 
were: travel behaviours; destination characteristics; psychosocial aspects; and, 
psychographic types. A brief description and a research example of each of these 
themes follow. 
The four major themes were 
Travel behaviours. This theme was defined by some predominant aspect of 
either pre-trip planning or the actual trip. The main dimension descriptors associated 
with travel behaviour include: none versus pre-travel internet use; active versus passive 
versus possessive pre-trip search; fall versus summer visitors; first versus regular versus 
heavy users; light versus medium versus heavy users; frugal visitors versus extravagant 
guests; active versus non-active; active versus inactives; and, activity versus variety 
seekers. An example of such classification was that employed by Horneman, Carter, 
Wei, and Ruys (2002) in which cluster analysis was used to segment a tourist gambling 
population.  
Destination characteristics. This theme defined the aspects of the 
environment/situation that attracted the tourist traveller (equates to traditional pull 
factors). These dimensions were quite divergent and include: domestic versus foreign; 
urban versus rural; indoor leisure versus outdoor recreation; beach versus highlands 
versus nature versus resorts; and, tourists versus second home vacationers. Morrison, 
Braunlich, Cai, and O’Leary (1996) described four major segments of a tourist 
population. They portioned the sample into four resort destinations: Casino Resort; 
Oceanside Beach Resort; Ski Resort; and, Summer Country Resort. 
Psychosocial aspects. This theme highlighted the context variables that 
dominated/influenced the travel experiences (these were travelling with friends/family 
or visiting friends and relatives). A qualitative analysis of tourist descriptors highlighted 
cluster groups defined in terms of demographics (including age, family life cycle; 
occupation and income) and social / family (including family/friends as co-travellers, 
orientation to children, visiting family and friends, seeking social contact with hosts 
while travelling). An example of a classification system highlighting psychosocial 
aspects is that reported by Hudson and Ritchie (2002).  
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Psychographic types. The final theme attempts to identify internal, context-free 
aspects of the person that dominated the travel experience (these include personality 
traits such as extraversion and sociological phenomenon such as the quest for 
authenticity). The range of labelled traits in the tourism literature include: 
Psychocentric; midcentric; Allocentric; venturers; dependables; seeker; drifter; escapist; 
adventurer; guided; groupie; dependents; socialables; independents; explorers; 
moderates; enthusiast; conservationist; anthropocentric; optimists; realists; 
investigative; artistic; enterprising; and, conventional. Wickens (2002), for example, 
completed a qualitative study on 80 English overseas tourists visiting Greece and 
described five typical archetypes: the Cultural Heritage type; the Raver type; the Shirley 
Valentine type; the Heliolatrous type; and, the Lord Bryon type. 
Given the dominance of these four themes, it was decided to attempt to integrate 
the findings of all studies into these themes. It became quickly apparent that while some 
studies exclusively focused on these themes, others attempted to classify tourists along 
the dimensions that linked the themes (See Figure 1) 
These linking studies included examples from all six possible dimensions 
Psychosocial aspects to travel behaviours. Smith (1977) described seven tourist 
types, both in terms of the tourist’s social interaction (with hosts and other tourists) and 
travel behaviour (degree of use of tourism industry infrastructure). The tourist types 
were: explorers; elite; off-beat; unusual; incipient mass tourism; mass tourism; and, 
charter tourism. A second illustrative example is Ekinci and Chen (2002) who clustered 
tourists into two major groups: (travel) Agenda Achievers and Social (relationship) 
Seekers. 
Psychosocial aspects to destination characteristics. Young, Ott, and Feigin 
(1978) divided the tourist sample into three clusters focusing on psychosocial 
relationships (family and friends) and other clusters focusing solely on destinations. The 
clusters were: friends and relatives - non-active visitor; friends and relatives – Active 
City Visitor; Family Sightseeing; Outdoor Vacationer; Resort Vacationer; and, Foreign 
Vacationers. 
Destination characteristics to travel behaviours. Diaz-Martin, Iglesias, Vazquez, 
and Ruiz (2000) grouped tourists into three categories in which the first two (sporting 
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and leisure activities; and, bookings totally guaranteed) focused on travel behaviours 
and the third focused on a destination characteristic (quietness of location). Other 
examples of research that implies travel behaviours and destinations include: types of 
ecotourists; sightseeing; camping/tenting; all sports activities (e.g., tennis, golf, cycling, 
etc.); recreational activities (e.g., shopping, hiking, etc.); and, entertainment (e.g., night 
clubs, pubs, discos, etc.). 
Psychographics to psychosocial aspects. Cohen’s (1972) original tourist 
conceptualization described five types of tourists, distinguished by their quest for a 
spiritual centre (either in their own culture or a host culture). These types were separate 
psychographic types but were directed toward different psychosocial interactions. The 
types were: Recreational; Diversionary; Experiential; Experimental; and, Existential. 
Psychographics to destination characteristics. Keng and Cheng (1999) 
expanded Cohen’s (1979) conceptualization of tourists and identified four personality 
types in terms of abstract destination characteristics. The four cluster types were: 
Culture Dissimilarity Seekers; Destination Novelty Seekers; Novelty Seekers; and, 
Familiarity Seekers.  
Psychographics to travel behaviours. Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) described 
thirteen tourist types along the following three dimensions: strangeness – familiarity; 
stimulating – tranquil; and, structure – independence. The resultant personality types 
were described in terms of their travel behaviours and included: Sunlover; Action 
Seeker; Anthropologist; Archaeologist; Organized Mass Tourist; Thrill Seeker; 
Explorer; Jet Setter; Seeker; Independent Mass Tourist; High Class Tourist; Drifter; 
and, Escapist.  
Integration of all themes: Travel, destination, psychosocial and psychographic 
One study by Nickerson and Ellis (1991) was judged as trying for higher order 
classification whereby all four themes were interwoven into the typologies. Nickerson 
and Ellis (1991) expanded Plog’s early psychographic conceptualization and described 
eight tourist categories in terms of sociability (degree of extraversion); travel behaviours 
(amount of travelling) and destinations (familiarity of destination). The eight categories 
were: Private Cultural Traveller; Voracious Tour-Taker; Private Explorer; Outgoing 
Experimental Traveller; Non-Traveller; Private Low-Key Traveller; Repeat Tour-Taker; 
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and, Repeat Visitor. Nickerson and Ellis (1991) study appears to be the only attempt to 
integrate all major themes into one classification system. Table 2.1 included an analysis 
from Nickerson and Ellis’s (1991). It illustrates the comprehensive nature of the 
description of each tourist typology. Unfortunately, Nickerson and Ellis (1991) did not 
develop a tourist personality inventory from this material nor relate it to actual travel 
behaviours.  
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Table 2.1 Nickerson and Ellis (1991) eight tourist types by four themes 
Tourist type  Personality 
trait 
Travel 
behaviour 
Psychosocial aspect Destination 
characteristics 
Private cultural 
traveller 
Introvert High activity 
Many activities 
Approach 
Travel alone, little 
interaction with 
locals 
Museums, arts, 
culture 
Voracious tour 
taker 
Extravert High activity 
Many activities 
Approach 
Travel with anyone, 
package tours, 
interaction with 
locals 
Cities, 
campgrounds, new 
Private 
explorer 
Introvert High activity 
Many activities 
Approach 
Travel alone, escape, 
observes but little 
interaction with 
locals 
Wilderness settings, 
remote cultures 
Outgoing 
experimental 
traveller 
(Allocentric) 
Extravert High activity 
Many activities 
Approach 
Travels alone, but 
loves to meet people 
Prefers places with 
novelty and lots of 
action 
Nontraveller Introvert Low activity 
Few activities 
Avoid 
No travel, no 
interaction with 
hosts/strangers 
Prefers to stay at 
home and rest, relax 
and recuperate 
Private low-
key traveller 
Introvert Low activity 
Few activities 
Avoid 
Travel with family, 
no interaction with 
hosts/strangers 
Travels to familiar 
places, VFR, re-
visits 
Repeat tour-
takers 
(Psychocentric) 
Extravert Low activity 
Few activities 
Avoid 
Travel with friends, 
prefer package tours, 
do not actively seek 
out others 
Prefers crowded 
destinations 
Repeat visitor Extravert Low activity 
Few activities 
Avoid 
Enjoys travelling and 
interacting with co-
travellers 
Repeat visitor to 
popular resorts/ 
destinations 
 
To further aid clarification, these conceptualisations from this qualitative 
research are illustrated spatially in Figure 1. That is, how the studies can be 
geographically arranged around the four major themes: travel behaviours, destination 
characteristics, psychosocial factors, and psychographics. While these themes were 
generated using the Grounded theory approach, the methodological issue of reliability 
needs to be addressed. That is, given the high degree of subjective interpretation in the 
study, the question arises whether a second analysis (either qualitative or quantitative) 
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would generate the same finding. The next study (Study 3) uses a quantitative (lexical) 
analysis to evaluate the reliability of the findings. 
Figure 1. Relationship of themes associated with tourist typologies 
 
Study 3. Quantitative (Lexical analysis) of tourist typologies 
Purpose of study 
The purpose of Study 3 was twofold. First, the study aimed at evaluating the 
reliability of the qualitative findings reported in Study 2. The study utilized a different 
(quantitative) methodology on the same archival data. The quantitative (lexical) 
approach is highly reliable and provided a valid test regarding reliability. The second 
aim of Study 3 was to create a rich lexicon that can be used in developing a tourism 
industry personality inventory (reported in the following chapter). 
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Combining qualitative and quantitative approaches 
The use of and combining qualitative and quantitative research approaches can 
only be understood if there was a complete appreciation of the fundamental differences 
between the two paradigms (Reichardt & Rallis, 1994). The basic philosophical 
assumptions of qualitative research include the concept that humans were rule-using 
psycho-linguistic (cognitive) beings who play an active role in their own experiences. 
Hence, understanding researchers’ conception of tourist types relied on determining the 
motivation behind their quest to develop typologies and the dimensions/elements they 
use to structure their descriptions. In contrast, researchers from the quantitative 
perspective assume human behaviour has (discoverable) causes, human cognition is 
governed by linguistic rules and behaviour is passive/determined and can be reduced to 
universal laws of nature. Qualitative data analysis is on-going, uses analytical inductive 
processes and relies on constant comparisons of concepts until tentative themes emerge 
(Reichardt & Rallis, 1994). Quantitative data analysis using the lexical approach, in 
contrast, uses descriptive words, the frequency of words and the derivatives of 
descriptive words to determine intention/meaning of typology research (Reichardt & 
Rallis, 1994). The quantitative lexical analysis combined all descriptions of all tourist 
typologies and then reduced this large data set to a single frequency list of descriptive 
words. The meaning of the concept “tourist” was determined by which words were most 
frequently used to describe tourists. Quantitative lexical analysis follows standardized 
procedures and is highly reliable.  
The major disadvantage of each approach seems to be the strengths or primary 
advantage of the opposite paradigm (Reichardt & Rallis, 1994). Qualitative research has 
difficulty with large amounts of data, was time-consuming in analysis, and the emerging 
concepts were difficult to define and were open to subjectivity and bias. Procedures and 
analytical tools were rarely standardized and therefore there were issues with reliability 
and replicability. However, qualitative research typically has strong validity as it begins 
by investigating the cognitions and motivations of key informants (in this case, the 
authors/researchers who generated the tourist typologies). Quantitative research, on the 
other hand, utilized standardized experimental procedures that ensure reliability. Given 
the large data set and standardized procedures, lexical analysis leads to reliable 
conclusions. However, the empirical based conclusions were valid only if the 
underlying lexical theory is valid.  
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This comparative analysis of qualitative versus quantitative approaches leads to 
two conclusions. There were substantial fundamental differences between the two 
paradigms. Further, neither paradigm, by itself, is fully adequate to answer most 
research questions. A number of researchers have indicated that the two approaches are 
not compatible and should never be combined. Other researchers postulated that it was 
possible to integrate the two approaches (Reichardt & Rallis, 1994). This study attempts 
to combine and integrate the results of both approaches for three reasons: the iterative 
nature of research; the need for convergence/confirmations of results; and, the 
complementary needs of both paradigms. In the reality of research, both inductive and 
deductive reasoning proceed during various phases of the research process. 
Unfortunately, most of the reasoning (especially the inductive processes) are never 
reported.  
This current research recognizes this reality and uses both qualitative and 
quantitative procedures to comprehensively explore this emerging issue. The 
convergence/confirmation reason was first mooted by early education researchers (e.g., 
Campbell & Campbell, 1988). They suggested combining different methods (the multi-
trait, multi-method research strategy) to allow researchers to cross-validate their results. 
That is, this research hoped to achieve convergence and confirmation of findings by 
comparing the results from substantially different methods. Finally, the complementary 
needs reason (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989) was based on using the strengths of 
one measure to enhance the performance of the other method. That is, qualitative 
research has good validity while quantitative research has good reliability. The valid 
findings of qualitative research can be strengthened if the reliable methods of 
quantitative research achieve similar findings. The aim of this research (Studies 2 and 3) 
was to use, in an iterative manner, both qualitative and quantitative approaches to 
explore the underlying dimensions associated with the development of tourism 
personality typologies. 
Triangulation (or the multi-trait multi-method approach) 
The use of both qualitative and quantitative approaches to study the same 
research problem was originally classified under the traditionally label of the multi-trait 
multi-method approach (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). This approach was suggested to 
achieve discriminability and convergence in construct validity in the area of personality 
research (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Mason & Bramble, 1978). That is, to validate multi-
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traits of a personality theory, the researcher is encouraged to use different methods to 
measure each trait. A valid construct/trait would be a trait whose correlated score using 
different methods of measurement was significant while the correlated score across 
traits using the same method was essentially zero. Researchers since this suggestion 
have refined this methodological concept and have formed the concept of triangulation 
when referring to combined qualitative and quantitative research (Davies, 2003).  
The concept of triangulation was introduced to social science by Webb et al. 
(1966) and was first used by Denzin (1978). While some researchers (Dootson, 1995; 
Fielding & Fielding, 1986; Foster, 1997; Moccia, 1988; Morse, 1991; Phillips, 1988) 
raised critical concerns regarding the validity of combining qualitative and quantitative 
research, there been growing literature on methodological triangulation (Davies, 2003; 
Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Denzin, 1978; Geertz, 1973; Risjord et al., 2002). For 
instance, Davies (2003) acknowledged the concerns regarding the mixing of qualitative 
and quantitative paradigms, but argued that mixing the two methods provided valuable 
insights into the research question. Further, Risjord et al. (2002) have shown that 
triangulation can confirm research/theories to a greater degree than either method alone. 
Indeed Onyango-Ouma et al. (2001) concluded that research using a single method 
provides only an indication of the research problem, whereas triangulation of methods 
reinforces the findings and increases confidence in the validity of the obtained results.  
Methodologically, four types of triangulation have been described (Denzin, 
1978). These four types are: data (data was gathered at different sources over different 
points in time); investigator (attempted replication by multiple researchers); theory 
(studying the same question from different theoretical orientations); and, 
methodological (using multiple methods to obtain the most complete and detailed data) 
(Hall & Rist, 1999). This research was primarily concerned with methodological 
triangulation. There are three rationales for methodological triangulation: completeness; 
abductive inspiration; and, confirmation. In completeness, quantitative findings 
develop/expand the knowledge formulated from earlier qualitative research (see Duffy, 
1987; Goodwin & Goodwin, 1984; Knafl et al., 1988; 1991; Mitchel, 1986: Morse, 
1991; Shih, 1998). In the proposed triangulation research in this study, quantitative 
research provided an exhaustive set of descriptors to complete the key concepts 
generated by the qualitative research paradigm. In abductive inspiration, the qualitative 
method was designed to generate novel ideas/concepts that can be tested by quantitative 
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research. In the proposed research the concepts/parameters regarding the 
definition/description of a “tourist” (generated by the qualitative approach in the 
previous study) was validated by a lexical analysis of the tourism literature. In 
confirmation, the different paradigms (qualitative and quantitative) utilized different 
methodologies to hopefully lead to convergent/similar findings, which enhanced the 
validity and the reliability of the research findings In this confirmation process, 
qualitative research focused on concept creation, the provision of meaning and 
conceptualization of the notion of a “tourist”. The quantitative lexical analysis provided 
a rich lexicon of each of the qualitative themes and provided a measurement instrument 
that was highly reliable (hence, it also provided a measure of construct validity).  
Following Risjord et al. (2002), the present thesis first indicated that the logical 
order for such research was qualitative research (to develop concepts/theories) followed 
by quantitative research (the use of deductive reasoning to validate hypotheses derived 
from the concepts/theory). Schopper et al. (2000) concluded that this mixture of 
qualitative and quantitative research methods created a triangulation of results that 
allows a broader perspective and valid results. That is, the initial qualitative research 
provided a broad view of diverse information. The quantitative method enhances the 
qualitative information and then the combination of results provided information on the 
importance of the findings. Triangulation allowed for the broadest perspective, 
improved concensus on experimenter decisions, and, validates the final 
choices/conclusions (Schopper et al., 2000).  
One of the major advantages of triangulation (and the confirmation process) was 
the elimination of experimental bias (Risjord et al., 2002). Both qualitative and 
quantitative approaches are subject to bias. However, the bias occurs in different ways. 
In qualitative research, any bias comes from the researchers (who may be influenced by 
their own bias). In quantitative research, this experimenter bias or researcher bias was 
eliminated because the highly reliable measurement instrument (in this case a lexical 
analysis) always provided the same (frequency) data. The quantitative research bias 
arises from the subjects (in this case the tourism authors), who may portray tourists 
from a professional bias. If the responses from both paradigms diverge, then bias could 
be present. If the responses converged (even when two diverse methodologies were 
used) then there can be confidence that the qualitative experimenter bias was not present 
(and hence, the research was highly reliable). 
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In conclusion, triangulation increases accuracy and allows highly valid 
conclusions (Hall & Rist, 1999). Patton (1990) indicated no single method ever 
adequately solves a problem, each method reveals different aspects of empirical reality, 
multiple methods provide different perspectives, every investigator should use multiple 
methods and any research design that utilized multiple methods lends (reliability and 
validity) strength to its final conclusions. For these reasons, this research approach 
utilized both qualitative research and quantitative research in an attempt to triangulate 
research findings. The qualitative research in the previous study used the Grounded 
Theory approach (see Glasser & Strauss, 1967) to create broad parameters associated 
with the concept of a “tourist”. Now, a quantitative lexical analysis was preformed to 
collect a wide section of tourist descriptors. A triangulation of the qualitative and 
quantitative results hopefully added detail and richness to the broad qualitative 
concepts.  
Lexical hypothesis 
The Lexical Hypothesis arose from the “wisdom” that the common language of 
a particular culture embodies all the notable distinctions between individuals (Saucier & 
Goldberg, 1996). In Psychology, the Lexical approach has been fundamental in the 
development of major concepts, the most notable being the development of personality 
traits over six decades in the 20th Century. In trait personality research, the Lexical 
approach was used in the 1920s and 1930s by Allport (see Allport & Odbert, 1936) and 
then Cattell (Cattell, 1943) to create a word base for the development of personality 
traits. Norman (1963) summarized early lexical approaches as attempts to develop 
taxonomies by creating a database of words that described variations in behaviours of 
various individuals across time and settings. These behaviours were of sufficient social 
significance and distinctiveness and occurred over many settings, that they were now 
encoded into the natural language of that culture (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996). Norman 
concluded the subsequent lexical analysis was all based on the examination of natural 
languages. Block (1995) criticized the use of natural languages because it involved the 
layperson’s description of personality. Block (1995) argued that personality researchers 
should use the language of Psychology (created by experts and scientists). However, 
Block’s criticisms have not received wide support. Saucier and Goldberg (1996) have 
countered such criticisms by arguing that while such a criticism may be valid for 
development of other scientific concepts, personality concepts (in Psychology) involved 
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the description and possible explanation of how people behave and interact with each 
other in a social context. Further, the use of the lexical approach in analysing natural 
languages allowed researchers to develop a good theory of personality in terms of 
comprehensiveness, parsimony, testability, and external validity (Pervin & John, 2001; 
Saucier & Goldberg, 1996).  
Saucier and Goldberg (1996) described key premises of the lexical approach. 
The first premise was that personality language refers to phenotypes and not genotypes. 
That is, it described observable (surface) characteristics, not underlying (causal) 
explanations. Therefore the outcome of the present lexical analysis was not the 
development of a theory, but a taxonomy of various types of tourists who vary on key 
(important) tourism dimensions (including psychographics, demographics, tourist 
behaviours, psycho-social interactions with co-tourists and hosts, and destination 
choice). The second premise highlighted that important attributes of a culture become 
encoded in the natural language of that culture. That is, culturally important aspects of a 
person attract (descriptive) words and their importance was reflected in a wide range of 
synonymous words and a high frequency of their use. Therefore, words represented 
important cultural artifacts. Thus, the most frequent tourism related words would be 
perceived as representing the most important aspects of what was a “tourist”. The third 
premise indicated that the representation of an attribute in language reflects cultural 
status. That is, attributes represented by words in all languages (e.g., Extraversion) were 
considered universal (or pan-cultural) and can be determined by imposed ETIC research 
strategies (Berry, 1989). In contrast, attributes restricted to one language (e.g., Japanese 
word amae) reflected a culture specific concept (adult dependency attachment). Such 
factors were only detected by indigenous, EMIC research strategies.  
This analysis was restricted to English words and while non European tourists 
have been described, the final description of a tourist reflected the actions and 
characteristics of European tourism. Thus characteristics including travel, visiting 
family and friends, going to rest and relax, and traveling to new destinations were likely 
to be cited. However, because the vast majority of tourists and the vast majority of trips 
in Western Cultures are not associated with religious pilgrimages, this concept was 
unlikely to arise in this analysis. 
Importantly, the lexical approach provides a basis for item selection in 
constructing future personality tests. That is, the lexical analysis provides content 
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validity for the selection of a sample of all possible items. Once an extensive description 
of a tourist been created (this study), the first study of chapter 3 (Study 5) involved the 
construction and evaluation of a tourist personality inventory. The items were based on 
the qualitative research (Study 2) and the lexical analysis (Study 3) reported in this 
chapter. While general personality theories have been constructed using a lexical 
analysis of the general language, this research focused on discipline specific terms. The 
data for this lexical analysis was created by tourism academics who described tourists 
and their behaviour. This specialized data helped construct a tourism industry 
personality dimension. This was then compared to general personality traits (primarily 
Openness to experience and Extraversion) to determine if one of the Five-Factors of 
Personality described the essential tourist.  
In this current research project, the lexical approach was used to analyze (349) 
descriptors of tourist personality, using descriptors generated from (76) independent 
academic researchers from diverse disciplines. This specific population engaging in 
specific tourist related behaviours was then evaluated in terms of reliability and validity 
(Saucier & Goldberg, 2001; Shweder, 1999; Goldberg, 1981). 
In summary, this lexical analysis aims to take information stored in written form 
(in this case descriptions of tourist clusters) and abstract from it key descriptions of 
tourists. The frequency of tourist descriptors drove the coding process. The use of 
qualitative (Grounded Theory) and the use of quantitative lexical analysis were 
attempting to use triangulation to increase the reliability of the analysis of a “tourist”.  
While lexical analysis attempted to validate Grounded Theory, there were still 
potential errors in this analysis. These errors arise in the generation of the original raw 
data (i.e., the initial description of the various tourist clusters). These were: errors made 
through possible bias by the authors of the cluster descriptions; selective recording of 
tourist behaviours in the clusters by either the author or as a result of editorial 
guidelines; and, selective sampling (either by the author of the type of tourist sampled, 
or by the various editors of the type of article that best suits the journal). In conclusion, 
the design and completion of research involves the trade off between effort, cost and 
time to complete the research process versus acceptance for publication. The main 
advantage of combining the lexical analysis with qualitative research was increasing 
reliability. Using only one research method decreases the effort, cost, and time 
associated with completing research but the resultant findings may not be accepted for 
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publication due to queries regarding reliability. Increasing the research methods used 
increases both reliability and validity. Adding quantitative lexical analysis to a 
qualitative research paradigm increases reliability and validity with only minimal 
increases in cost and time (Hall & Rist, 1999; Onyango-Ouma et al., 2001).  
Method 
Materials 
A literature survey generated 76 articles that had attempted to describe tourist 
typologies. There were a total of 349 tourist typologies. The average number of 
typologies per research article was 4.6 (mode = 4) with a range from two to 13 
typologies. For each article, a near as possible verbatim description of each tourist type 
was transcribed. The total words transcribed were 25,762. All these typology 
descriptions were downloaded into a word document and all words were sorted, 
summed and processed. 
Procedures and Data Analysis 
There were two step involved in lexical analysis: statistical characterization and 
lexical navigation (Gavard-Perret & Moscarola, 1996). Statistical characterization 
determines the quality of the verbal material and lexical navigation creates lists of 
words that constitute the lexical analysis.  
Statistical characterization.  Statistical characterization consists of a statistical 
description of the sample and is generally made up of six calculations: richness; 
repetition; lexicality; hapax; reading level 1; and, reading level 2 (see Table 3.1). The 
first measure was the richness of the text and was calculated as the percentage of 
distinct linguistic forms for the total number of words. A text with a statistic above 20% 
was considered linguistically rich. While a high repetition rate decreases linguistic 
richness, it allows the researcher to locate lexical elements that occur more frequently 
than average. In this text, the repetition rate of 4.86 was about average for scientific 
literature. Lexicality was calculated as the percentage of full words for the total number 
of words. The 20.6% was significantly below the scientific average of 50% and 
indicates descriptions of tourist typologies consist of a large percentage of tool words 
(words such as “the”, “of”, “and” which adds little meaning to the conceptualization 
process). Hapax was calculated as the percentage of words only appearing once. The 
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statistic measures originality and tourism texts appear to be approximately average. 
Reading level 1 (the percentage of the 25 most frequent words compared with the total 
number of words) and reading level 2 (percentage of full words above average on 
repetition) show significantly high concentrations of most frequent words. These two 
statistics indicate a lexical analysis of the text using the 25 most frequent words should 
be meaningful. 
Table 3.1. A summary analysis of the statistical characterization of the tourist typology 
text compared to the general scientific literature (Gavart-Perret & Moscarola, 1996) 
Title/definition Full General 
scientific 
Richness – total different words as a % of total words 5305 (20.6%) 23% 
Repetition – average rate of repeated words 4.86 4.35 
Lexicality – full words as a % of total words 20.6% 50% 
Hapax - % of words only appearing once 16.5% 15% 
Reading level 1 - total of first 25 words as a % of full 
words 
29.1% 6% 
Reading level 2 - % of full words above average on 
repetition 
83.3% 21% 
 
Lexical navigation. Lexical navigation begins by creating three lexicons. The 
first, the full lexicon, lists the most frequent words for the combined text of all 76 
descriptions of tourist types. The most frequent words generally include many “tool” 
words (e.g., “the”, “and”, “to”, etc.) that convey little meaning in terms of the research 
question. The second, the reduced lexicon, list solves this problem by eliminating tool 
words. The reduced list contains all the highly meaningful words of the combined text. 
The third list was created by the lemmatization of the remaining text (i.e., the reduction 
of words to their base form). The lemmatized lexicon gives differential importance to 
words that have various derivatives. Each of the three lexicons can give a different level 
of insight into the text (see Table 3.2). 
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Results and discussion 
From the full lexicon (Table 3.2, column 1), the five most frequent words in all 
the descriptions of tourist typologies were tool words (“and”, “to”, “of”, “the”, “in”). 
The use of tool words including “to”, “of”, “in”, “on”, “with” and “for” clearly indicate 
positive, certain, inclusive descriptions. This indicated researchers were successfully 
describing definitive profiles relating to specific aspects of the tourist phenomenon. 
The reduced lexicon contained two groups of words: comparative words and 
tourism descriptor words. Comparative words (e.g., “more”, “most”, “highest”, “less”, 
“high”, “higher”) indicated that tourist researchers were continually making 
comparisons between these tourist typologies. That is, one cluster segment “more” of a 
particular attribute than another, or a certain cluster segment was the “highest” of a 
particular characteristic. This comparative process indicated tourism researchers in the 
area of tourist typologies were: conceptualizing tourists along dimensions; 
systematically making comparisons between cluster groups; and, determining 
differences in tourist types rather than similarities/commonalities. That is, the process 
was to divide the large heterogeneous tourist population into smaller clusters rather than 
looking for commonalities associated with all tourists (e.g., Cohen’s notion that all 
tourists were on a quest for authenticity).  
The second group of words was tourism related. In terms of frequency, these 
tourism descriptor words include: “travel”, “activities”, “group”, “friends”, “family”, 
“trip”, “visit”, “tourist”, “income”, “culture”, “new” and “destination”. Not surprisingly, 
words such as “travel”, “trip”, “visit”, and “tourist” were also highly represented, since 
they were an intrinsic part of tourism (i.e., travel on a trip and visit someone, 
somewhere). Interestingly, these 76 groups of researchers have generally described 
these tourist types in terms of activities (or travel behaviours); a social dimension 
including group, family and friends; income (or purchasing power); culture (implying a 
quest for understanding others); new (implying a quest for change); and, destination (or 
the somewhere mentioned above). Of surprise, was the absence of opposites. Given the 
range of comparative words, it was surprising that there were few references to 
“inactivity”, “rest” and “relaxation”, “solitude”, and “revisiting” (same destination). 
The third list recorded in Table 3.2. was the lemmatized lexicon. While the 
comparative words (“more”, “higher”, “least”, etc.) gained in importance, the tourist 
55 
descriptor words also showed a shift in frequency and therefore emphasis. “Destination” 
became the second most important lexicon after travel. New concepts “preference”, 
“importance”, and “experience” also emerged. These words allowed for the conclusion 
that part of the definition of a tourist type contained notions that individual tourists have 
preferences (or choices); that there were aspects of the tourist experience that were 
important to the individual tourist; and, that tourism was an (active) experience rather 
than a passive rest and escape from stress. 
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Step 1. Results: 25 most frequent lexicons 
Table 3.2. Twenty five most frequent words as a result of lexical navigation 
Full lexicon  Reduced lexicon  Lemmatized lexicon  
and 1074 travel 338 travel 418 
to 888 more 213 more 371 
of 661 likely 212 higher 356 
the 593 cluster 204 visit 282 
in 408 activities 183 active 276 
travel 338 group 152 cluster 214 
a 337 most 143 likely 212 
on 282 highest 136 least 202 
with 281 friends 132 lowest 192 
for 259 family 131 culture 170 
more 213 trip 119 trip 167 
likely 212 less 117 destination 156 
cluster 204 visit 109 group 156 
or 193 high 107 friends 154 
activities 183 tourist 91 place 154 
group 152 higher 88 tourist 150 
not 147 income 86 family 139 
is 145 cultural 84 prefer 138 
most 143 new 83 importance 128 
as 136 least 81 experience 105 
highest 136 destination 80 spend 100 
friends 132 important 79 seek 96 
family 131 people 78 interested 94 
trip 119 prefer 78 enjoy 89 
less 117 visiting 78 income 89 
 
The analysis attempted to complete triangulation (an attempt to compare and 
integrate qualitative and quantitative findings). A reasonable hypothesis arising from 
this research is that the 25 most frequent words in the quantitative lexical analysis 
should be readily classified and equally distributed within the four major themes 
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identified in the qualitative analysis. Such an analysis (see Table 3.3.) shows that all but 
one of the 20 tourism-related words can be classified into the emerging themes. The 
concept of “importance” was not readily classifiable and further analysis of its lexical 
context was needed. 
Table 3.3. Classification of the 25 most frequent words from the lemmatized lexicon into 
the qualitative themes from Study 2 
Categories Lemmatized lexicon 
Qualitative theme A:  
Psychosocial aspects 
Culture, group, friends, family 
Qualitative theme B:  
Destination characteristics 
Visit, destination, place 
Qualitative theme C:  
Travel behaviour 
Travel, active, trip, seek, spend, experience 
Qualitative theme D: 
Psychographic variables 
Cluster, tourist, enjoy, prefer, interested, income 
Other  
Comparative words More, higher, likely, least, lowest 
Unclassified Importance  
 
Step 2 Results: 100 most frequent lexicons 
A qualitative analysis of the 76 research papers generated four major themes: 
The subsequent lexical analysis determined the most frequent words used in the 
description of the resulting 349 typologies. Eighty one of the one hundred most frequent 
full words were reliably categorized within the four major themes (see Table 3.4). 
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Table 3.4. Most frequent words from the quantitative lexical analysis classified into the 
four major qualitative tourist themes 
Psychographic 
types  
Travel  
behaviours  
Psychosocial  
aspects  
Destination 
characteristics  
Cluster 
Group 
Tourist 
Income 
Values 
Education 
Self 
Enjoyment 
Security 
Excitement 
Age 
Person 
Number 
Percentage 
Motivation 
Concern 
Guided 
Male 
Years 
Wants / needs 
Travel 
Visits 
Active 
Prefer 
Seek 
Interested 
Like 
Information 
Vacationing 
Plan 
Spend 
Rate 
Tour 
Shopping 
Escape 
Stays 
Involvement 
Return 
Recreate 
Explore 
Sightseeing 
Gambling 
Culture 
Friends 
Family 
People 
Social 
Party 
Relatives 
Host 
Children 
Meeting 
Others 
Trip 
Destination 
Place 
Experience 
Local 
New 
Nature 
History 
Accommodation 
Attractions 
Service 
Familiar  
Comfortable 
Entertainment 
Sports 
Environment 
Tours 
Holiday 
Sites 
Hotel 
Physical 
Camp 
Parks 
Region 
Organization 
Events 
Day 
Home 
 
The final analysis was to provide a rich lexicon for each of the themes generated 
by the qualitative research in Study 2. The rich description will allow the development 
of comprehensive descriptions of tourists (Study 4) but also provide the basis for items 
on a tourist personality inventory (Study 5).  
Who (Psychographic variables) 
As was evident from an inspection of column 1 of Table 3.4, the major 
descriptors of the tourist as a person includes demographics (age, education level, 
gender, income); personality types (most frequent label used was guided); motivation 
and values; emotional states (including excitement, enjoyment) and general indicators 
of individual people (groups, clusters, percentages, person, tourist, self). It was notable 
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that personality dimensions such as extraversion, neuroticism, agreeableness, 
conscientiousness, and, open to new experiences were not evident as “tourist” 
descriptors (see Costa & McCrae, 1992). A number of variously named types have been 
described but their personality structure not been analyzed. For instance, tourists with a 
preference to be guided during tourist experiences were mentioned by the following 
typology researchers: Cohen (1979); Horneman et al. (2002); Jackson, Schmierer, & 
White (1999); Keng & Cheng (1999); Mo et al. (1994); Park, Yang, Lee, Jang, and 
Stokowski (2002); Pizam, Reichel, and Uriely, (2002); Shoemaker (1994); Weaver and 
Lawton (2002); and, Yannopoulos and Rotenberg (1999). However, the descriptions of 
the “guided” typology were far from consistent.  
There was a need for further research designed solely to explore and analyze the 
diverse terminology used to describe the 349 tourist types. There were two possible 
strategies. One strategy would be to adopt the Five-Factor personality trait model (see 
Costa & McCrae, 1992) and empirically determine how the many tourist types can be 
conceptualized within their OCEAN structure. For instance, it has been determined that 
Plog’s (1974) Allocentric tourist type may be correlated with Extraversion or it may be 
related to Costa and McCrae’s (1992) conception of “Open to new experiences”. A 
second strategy would be to continue with the lexical analysis and progressively 
determine similarities and differences between these personality-focused descriptors. 
Does what (Travel behaviours) 
One of the major emphases when presenting various tourist types was to 
describe the travel behaviours that tourists complete. Such behaviours include 
preparation for the trip and tourist related activities during the trip. As inspection of 
column 2 of Table 3.4, none of the studies included descriptions of post trip activities 
such as exchanging information regarding trip, recommendations regarding family and 
friends completing the same trip, and planning future trips to either the same or another 
destination (i.e., loyalty). The main general action descriptors from the lexical analysis 
included being active; escape; explore; be interested; be involved; plan; recreate; seek; 
tour; and, travel. Importantly, these descriptors all indicate that tourism researchers were 
conceptualizing the tourist as active/seeking/exploring new destinations and even 
actively escaping the mundane. More specific action terms include activities that were 
traditionally associated with tourism such as sightseeing, shopping, recreation, 
gathering tourist information, and vacationing. However, a surprising most frequent 
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activity to be associated with tourist travel behaviour was “Gambling”. In modern 
society, with the expansion of legalized gambling and the construction of casinos to 
attract tourists, there now appears to be an emphasis on creating gambling behaviour as 
part of an expectation of a tourist experience. A number of tourism researchers reported 
that the expansion of gaming requires a reconstruction of gambling as a tourist 
recreational activity (compared to an everyday recreational pursuit). Finally the concept 
of “return” appears frequently in the lexicon. There were two aspects of this concept 
that need to be explored. First, does “return” focus on leaving to complete a tourist 
experience and then returning home? If so, what positive and negative attributions do 
people perceive when they evaluate their tourist activities? Second, does the concept 
“return” highlight decisions associated with going somewhere? That is, people do not 
always wish to seek out and explore new activities and destinations, but may wish to 
return to the familiar, to re-visit the same destination and rekindle friendships with hosts 
and other returning tourists. Further research should explore the contradictions of 
exploring new destinations (the majority of most frequent lexicons) and the concept of 
returning to the familiar to maintain already established acquaintances.  
An interesting avenue for future research would be to attempt to relate tourist 
travel behaviours to psychographic types. For example, tourists classified with the 
Allocentric personality type (Plog, 1974; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; Jackson et al., 1999) 
continually emphasize the need to explore new destinations, to meet new hosts, and to 
seek out novelty. Does such a link become a primary connection in the emerging 
description of “tourist”? Of course, the Psychocentric personality type emphasizes the 
familiar and the desire to return to previously visited destinations. The matching of 
psychographic type and travel behaviours was perceived as the fundamental building 
block of a generic tourist typology. The final study in this chapter describes tourist 
personality within this framework and the studies in the next chapter develop a tourist 
personality inventory to investigate the connection between tourist psychographics and 
travel behaviours. 
With whom (Psychosocial aspects) 
Too often, in research originating in Western (individualistic) cultures, 
researchers fail to consider the critical role of significant others and simply 
conceptualize the tourist as an individual who is independent of environmental 
influences and who is free to decide on destination choice, travel behaviours and tourist 
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activities during the trip. The current analysis of descriptors of tourist types reflects this, 
with only 11 psychosocial descriptors in the 100 most frequent lexicons. However, the 
descriptors listed under psychosocial aspects (see column 3 of Table 3.4) have captured 
the key stakeholders in the tourist experience. These include children, family, relatives 
and friends. While there were other general terms implying social interactions (people, 
others, social, party, meeting), another key term that attracted frequent reference was 
“host”. Again, previous research indicates that people from individualistic cultures have 
a strong need to affiliate with others (Franzoi, 1996; Hofstede, 1980) and that Western 
tourists were statistically more likely to seek out and interact with hosts than with other 
tourists (compared to tourists from non-Western more collective cultures)(Jackson et 
al., 1999). Past tourism research investigated the influence of money, work, time 
demands and presence of friends on decisions to go on holidays; the influence of family 
lifecycle on tourist destination choice; and, the influence of family and friends on 
destination choice (Jackson et al., 1999). However, there been no systematic linking of 
psychosocial influences with tourist typologies.  
The inclusion of demographics (including age, gender, family lifecycle, income, 
socio-cultural variables) and psychographics in research on psychosocial influences 
helped determine their relative contribution to tourism decision-making and travel-
related behaviours. For instance, demographics (such as income, education, and family 
lifecycle) helped explain decisions on whether to take a trip, the destination chosen, the 
length of stay and tourist related behaviours (e.g., camping and hiking versus resort 
accommodation and amusement parks). Further, psychographics such as sociability and 
extraversion may also help explain the degree of influence psychosocial aspects have 
over tourist decision-making and travel behaviours. Some key researchers highlighting 
the importance of this psychosocial dimension are Coupal, Bastian, May, and Taylor 
(2001); Horneman et al. (2002); Kastenholz, Davis, and Paul (1999); Park et al. (2002); 
and, Zins (1998). 
Where (Destination characteristics) 
The largest and most frequent descriptors of tourist types were in terms of 
destination characteristics. As was evident from column 4 of Table 3.4 these included 
general descriptors (destination, environment, local, nature, organizations, places, 
physical, region, sites); destinations related to tourist behaviours (accommodation, 
camp, entertainment, events, home, hotel, parks, service, tours); and, destinations that 
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included tourist attractions (attractions, familiar, historical, new, sports, trip). These 
characteristics of the destination attracted the tourist traveller (equates to traditional pull 
factors) and were logically linked to travel behaviours. However, further links should be 
explored between psychographic types and destination characteristics. For example, 
tourists with allocentric personality types (see Plog, 1974; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991, 
Jackson et al., 1999) have already been described in terms of “new” destinations and 
psychocentric types have been correlated with “familiar” venues. 
Summary 
A review of the literature found 76 attempted to describe tourist typologies. A 
qualitative analysis (Study 2) ascertained four emerging themes: travel behaviours; 
destination characteristics; psychosocial aspects; and, psychographic variables. 
Interestingly, many of the descriptions of tourist typologies combined and linked two of 
these themes. The quantitative lexical analysis determined the most frequent words. 
These were classified into the four emerging themes. This study explored the meaning 
of each of four categories in terms of the most frequent lexicons. The overall conclusion 
was that most of the 349 typologies described in the 76 tourism research studies 
attempted to describe tourists in terms of more than one of the above categories. For 
example, Smith (1977) described seven tourist types, both in terms of the tourist’s social 
interaction (with hosts and other tourists) and travel behaviour (degree of use of tourism 
industry infrastructure). Young et al. (1978) divided the tourist sample into three 
clusters focusing on psychosocial relationships (family and friends) with others 
focusing on destinations.  
This study defined the categories in terms of the most frequent lexicons. The 
next stage in the research process was to complete a comprehensive qualitative analysis 
of all 349 typologies and define a tourist (personality) in terms of all four categories. 
This was the aim of the next study (Study 4). At the conclusion of (this) Study 3, the 
tourist was described in terms of a unique tourism personality, and then related to 
psychographics (who); travel behaviours (does what); psychosocial aspects (to whom); 
and, tourist destination characteristics (where). At the end of this analysis, a complete 
profile of tourist types was generated. This then led to the development of a tourism 
personality instrument that can identify these personality types (see Chapter 3). A data 
based survey of tourist behaviours could then determine the predictive validity of each 
tourist personality type. A corresponding analysis using a personality theory framework 
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may also allow this research to be located in mainstream typology research. It was 
important to develop a consistent and comprehensive set of tourist typologies to further 
research and to support tourism promotion and marketing. 
Conclusion and future directions 
A review of the literature found 76 published attempts to describe tourist 
typologies. A qualitative analysis ascertained four emerging themes: travel behaviours; 
destination characteristics; psychosocial aspects; and, psychographic variables. 
Interestingly, many of the descriptions of tourist typologies combined/linked two of 
these themes. The quantitative lexical analysis found two groups of words. The first 
group included comparative words indicating that researchers were focusing on 
differences between typologies (a product of such analyses as Cluster analysis). The 
most frequent tourist descriptor words revolved around travel, social dimensions, 
income, culture and destination. Finally, the integration of quantitatively derived words 
within the qualitative themes found that 81 or the 100 words could be classified. Studies 
1 - 3 constitute a series of studies that attempted to clarify the concept of “tourist” 
within the academic literature. The final goal was to define a universal set of tourist 
typologies.  
Two research notes should be mentioned here. First, some authors (e.g., 
Yiannakas & Gibson, 1992) have emphasized tourist roles over psychographic traits. 
This research attempted to identify permanent psychographic traits that were consistent 
across different traveller roles (e.g., common behaviours a tourist would display in 
visiting friends and relatives, going on a family vacation, or taking time out from a 
business conference). This strategy allowed researchers to identify specific traits and 
behaviours that can be targeted over diverse marketing campaigns. Second, these 
psychographic traits should be tourism specific. In other areas of psychological 
research, generic psychographic tests have less predictive validity compared to 
measures that have been specifically developed for the area (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). 
It was important to develop tourist typologies to further research and to support tourism 
promotion and marketing.  
Subsequent research efforts involved both qualitative and quantitative. Future 
qualitative research can begin to address the following questions: Can tourists be 
legitimately conceptualized from more than one perspective; Can these emerging 
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themes be integrated into one multi-dimensional measure; Are these themes/variable 
hierarchical; and, Is it possible to conceptualize the tourist from a multi-disciplinary 
framework of travel behaviours (tourism), destination characteristics (geography), 
psychosocial aspects (social psychology), and psychographics (personality psychology). 
For future quantitative research, the main aim was to compare descriptions of these 
typologies and locate them within some cognitive framework. That is, how do these 349 
typologies relate to each other; what dimensions/commonalities were driving these 
classifications; and, with the continued use of lexical analysis, what descriptors help to 
compare/contrast these various typologies. The continued use of both qualitative and 
quantitative paradigms should strengthen the findings and continue to cancel the 
limitations associated with each approach.  
Study 4 Description of tourist personality types 
Purpose of Study 
The aim of this study was to describe the major features of the tourist typology 
using the above-mentioned framework (that is, who, does what, with and to whom, and 
where). The major historical notions regarding tourists were: quest for novelty, reliance 
on the travel industry, and the desire/motivation to explore and interact with foreign 
hosts. For each of the 349 tourist types, the above three criteria were applied and they 
were categorized as allocentric (had two of the three allocentric concepts and no 
psychocentric notions) and psychocentric (had two of the three psychocentric aspects 
and no allocentric concepts). Tourist types that did not have either criterion were 
discarded from the following analysis. This analysis informed test construction of a 
Tourism Personality Inventory which in turn was evaluated in terms of reliability and 
validity (see next chapter). 
Introduction 
The overall analysis the research literature conducted in Studies 1,2, and 3 
described tourism typologies within four major descriptive areas. The “who” component 
attempted to describe tourists in terms of psychographic traits and demographics. In 
terms of psychographic traits, the principle authors in this area (Plog, 1974, 1987, 1991, 
2002; Smith, 1990; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; Jackson et al., 1999) have focused on the 
Allocentric-Psychocentric dimension. In terms of demographics, researchers have tried 
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to describe tourists in terms of gender, age, education level, life cycle status (married, 
family), income/occupation and ethnicity/cultural background. The first section of this 
study described who the tourist was in terms of the characteristics of an “Allocentric” 
trait and then related this trait to demographic characteristics. Allocentricism was 
defined in terms of the historical concepts: quest for novelty, reliance on the tourist 
industry, and motivation to seek and interact with the host community. The second 
descriptive area highlighted by the review of tourism typologies was travel behaviours 
(or “who does what”). It is predicted that the tourism personality trait (based on 
Allocentricism-Psychocentricism) would describe personality types that varied in terms 
of their tourism-related behaviours. The section summarized the behaviours associated 
with each personality type (i.e., Allocentricism and Psychocentricism) and included pre-
trip planning and booking behaviours, choice of transportation, preference for various 
activities during the tourism experience and the degree of involvement in these tourist 
activities. The next part of the tourist experience includes a social environmental or the 
“with whom” dimension (i.e., co-travellers and hosts). This descriptive area of a tourism 
typology includes types of co-travellers (from family, friends, to other tourist strangers 
either travelling independently or in a tour group) and number of co-travellers (varying 
from a preference for travelling alone, with one or two people to travelling in organized 
tour groups). Further, the “with whom” dimension should allow the researcher to 
differentiate tourism personality traits on the degree of social interaction travellers have 
with the host population and how culturally and socially similar the hosts were to the 
tourist. Again, a valid description of a tourist typology should discriminate different 
social travel options. Once the tourist has been described in terms of “who, does what, 
with whom”, the final question to be clarified was “where” (or destination choices). An 
analysis of the tourism typology literature should allow tourists to be differentiated in 
terms of destination choice (which is as fundamental to all tourist travel and is of 
primary interest to all travel professionals). A valid tourist personality inventory must 
include the general characteristics of destinations (including accommodation choice) 
and address the major issue of the effect of these pull factors on travellers who differ on 
psychographic type. The analysis in this study provided the foundation for the 
development and evaluation of a tourist personality inventory. 
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Method 
Materials 
A literature survey generated 76 articles that had attempted to describe tourist 
typologies. There were a total of 349 tourist typologies. The average number of 
typologies per research article was 4.6 (mode = 4) with a range from two to 13 
typologies. For each article, a near as possible verbatim description of each tourist type 
was transcribed. Each typology was classified in terms of Allocentricism and 
Psychocentricism. (see Study 1: Method section) 
Procedures and Data Analysis 
The following three concepts were applied to each of the 349 cluster groups. Did 
this particular tourist cluster have: 
 a quest for novelty versus a quest for familiarity? 
 free independent travel versus a reliance on tourist industry? 
 a motivation to seek contact with host community or seek to minimize 
contact and interaction with host community? 
Allocentrics – The criterion for Allocentrics was cluster groups who scored at 
least two out of the following three concepts: a quest for novelty, free independent 
travel, and a motivation to seek contact with the host community. A total of 51 
Allocentric cluster groups were identified. 
Psychocentrics – The criterion for Psychocentrics was cluster groups who scored 
at least two out of the following three concepts: a quest for familiarity, reliance on the 
tourist industry, and a motivation to minimize contact and interaction with the host 
community. A total of 101 Psychocentric tourist cluster groups were identified. 
A qualitative data analysis was then completed (see Study 4), whereby the 
descriptions of the 51 cluster groups labelled “Allocentric” were analysed and 
summarized in terms of the four themes: who (psychographics and demographics); does 
what (travel behaviours); with whom (co-travellers and hosts); and, where (tourist 
destination characteristics including accommodation). This qualitative data analysis was 
repeated for the 101 cluster groups labelled “Psychocentric”. 
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Results and Discussion 
This section involved a summary of the qualitative analysis of the literature 
involving allocentric and psychocentric tourist types. The analysis has been structured 
using the four themes: Psychographics; travel behaviours; psychosocial factors; and, 
destination characteristics. The qualitative description of the allocentric tourist 
personality was compared and contrasted with the qualitative description of the 
psychocentric personality dimension. These descriptions then formed the foundation for 
the development of a tourism-specific personality inventory (see Study 5). These 
qualitative descriptions also generated predictive hypotheses as part of the evaluation of 
the tourist personality inventory (see later studies in Chapter 3). 
Allocentric types 
The first sample of literature included descriptions of tourist types that displayed 
Allocentric type characteristics. The analysis highlighted characteristics that were 
common across these tourist types. There were 51 categories that were considered to 
display Allocentric type characteristics. These are listed in Appendix D. and form the 
basis for the following analysis. 
Allocentrics and psychographics (who) 
A summary of the qualitative analysis regarding psychographics characteristics 
of the Allocentric tourist type the following seven personality trait characteristics: 
intellectually curious, seeking novelty (or the unfamiliar); sociable; venturesome; risk-
taking; individualistic self; and active and enthusiastic about travel and tourism. Each of 
these personality traits are described below and summarized in Table 4.4. 
Intellectually curious. 
The behaviours associated with this trait include seeking knowledge, being 
inquisitive, being curious to learn during tourist experiences; seeking the intellectual, 
being intellectually curious, seeking enrichment, exploring/searching and having a 
willingness to learn. Authors who highlighted this concept include: Cha, McCleary, and 
Uysal (1995); Cho (1998); Formica and Uysal (1998); Horneman et al. (2002); Jackson 
et al. (2001; 2002); Keng and Cheng (1999); Lehto et al. (2003); Mathur, Sherman, and 
Schiffman (2002); McKercher, Ho, Cross, and So-Ming (2002); Mo et al. (1994); 
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Muller (1991); Nickerson and Ellis (1991); Plog (1991, 2001); Shoemaker (1989, 
2000); Smith (1978); Tiefenbacher, Day, and Walton (2000); Weaver and Lawton 
(2002); and Yiannakis and Gibson (1992). 
Seeking novelty or the unfamiliar. 
Associated with the characteristic intellectually curious was the notion of 
“seeking novelty” or “the unfamiliar”. Since Cohen (1972) differentiated tourist types in 
terms of the familiarity dimension, seeking novelty become a re-current theme when 
describing various tourism types. The descriptors of this psychographic characteristic 
includes: new; seeking novelty; not the familiar; unusual; different (in terms of visiting 
places/destinations) and the desire for discovery (including destinations, foods, people, 
etc.). Authors who have described this characteristic include Ahmed, Barber, and 
Astous (1998); Cha et al. (1995); Cohen (1979); Kastenholz (1999); Keng and Cheng 
(1999); Lehto et al. (2003); Keng and Cheng (1999); Mo et al. (1994); Muller (1991); 
Nickerson and Ellis (1991); Plog (2001); Smith (1978); Tiefenbacher et al. (2000); and, 
Yiannakis and Gibson(1992). 
Sociable. 
The third characteristic of the Allocentric personality trait arising from this 
qualitative analysis is the desire to meet new people (in particular, within the host 
community that these tourists were visiting). While this also incorporates intellectual 
curiosity (seeking knowledge about the host community) and seeking novelty (visiting 
the new and unfamiliar within the host community), this third characteristic 
incorporates one of the main motivations/drives of the Allocentric personality type (i.e., 
seek out and interact with strangers). Keywords include: being sociable; meeting new 
local people; interested in meeting members of the host community; and, being 
stimulated by visiting foreign people. These themes have been described by the 
following authors: Bieger and Laesser (2002); Cho (1998); Formica and Uysal (1998); 
Kastenholz et al. (1999); Lehto et al. (2003); Loker-Murphy (1996); Mathur et al. 
(1998); Muller (1991); Nickerson and Ellis (1991); Pizam et al. (2002); Plog (1991, 
2001); Shoemaker (1989); Tiefenbacher et al. (2000); Waryszak and Kim (1994); 
Weaver and Lawson (2002); and Yiannakis and Gibson(1992). A caveat on this concept 
was defined by Tiefenbacher et al. (2000) who indicated that this tourist type was not 
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interested/stimulated by specific details (minutia) but was stimulated by mixing with 
new people in general. 
Venturesome. 
The personality characteristic of venturesome is one of the three basic concepts 
Plog described in his original typology (Plog, 1972). This concept become a key 
characteristic of many descriptions of tourist types (see Horneman et al., 2002; Jackson 
et al., 2001; Loker-Murphy, 1996; Mathur et al., 1998; Mo et al., 1994; Pizam et al., 
2002; Plog, 1991, 2001; Shoemaker, 1989; Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992). The key words 
include: venturer, venturesome, adventure, and adventurous. The characteristic types the 
allocentric tourist as a traveller who perceives a tourist experience as searching for 
something new or novel, as a learning experience to discover the unknown. Again, this 
characteristic complements and builds upon notions of the intellectually curious, 
seeking the unfamiliar and increased sociability in terms of interacting with the 
culturally unfamiliar local host community.  
Risk taking. 
As one of the consequences of being venturesome in new (unfamiliar) social 
environments, allocentric tourist types were perceived as “risk takers”. Thus, one of the 
motivations to travel (i.e., push factors) for allocentric types includes the desire to travel 
into the unknown, to perceive tourism experiences as an adventure, and to explore and 
interact with unfamiliar hosts. For these allocentric individuals, tourism and travel 
should include an element of risk taking. Key descriptors of risk taking include: 
spontaneity, seeking freedom (from everyday rules); rapid decision making; flexible 
(and independent) travel; and, perceiving desirable tourist experiences as a challenge. 
This disposition leads allocentric type tourists to prefer non-touristy areas with few 
commercialised tourist attractions (see also destinations). It also seems to be related to 
accepting basic comforts/amenities and exposing themselves to increased health and 
safety risks (including exposure to crime victimization while on tourist experiences). 
Researchers who have highlighted risk taking include: Bieger and Laesser (2002); Cho 
(1998); Jackson et al. (2001, 2002); Lehto et al. (2003); Mathur et al. (1998); Muller 
(1991); Nickerson and Ellis (1991); Pizam et al. (2002); Plog (1991, 2001); and, 
Weaver and Lawton (2002). Researchers highlighting the health, safety, and security 
concepts include: Ahmed et al. (1998); Bieger and Laesser (2002); Cho (1998); Cohen 
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(1979); Horneman et al. (2002); Jackson et al. (2001, 2002); Kastenholz et al. (1999); 
Kim et al. (2003); Mathur et al. (1998); Muller (1991); Plog (1991, 2001); Tiefenbacher 
et al. (2000); Wickens (2002); and, Zins (1999).  
Individualistic self. 
Descriptors of the allocentric type tourist often include concepts of internal locus 
of control and a strong sense of self. A number of researchers who described tourist 
types with allocentric characterisitics emphasized that these travellers were not only self 
assured and self confident, but perceive travel as a personal growth experience (i.e., a 
fundamental aspect of the tourism experience was the development/improvement of 
self). Consequently, a definite causal relationship between the tourist experience and the 
concept of self-fulfilment can be postulated. Associated with the development of the 
self were descriptors relating tourism with the concept of individualism. In this sense, 
individualism was seen as a tourist who focuses the tourist experience on the self rather 
than focus on how the tourist experience was perceived by co-travellers. Relevant 
descriptors include: inner-directed; internal locus of control; individualistic; and, the 
desire to travel independently of co-travellers and the tourist industry. As a 
consequence, the outcome was a minimal use and dependence on the tourist industry in 
terms of pre-planning, pre-booking/reservations, using packaged tours and all industry 
organized tourist experiences. Authors who have described tourists in terms of the 
individualistic self include: Bieger and Laesser (2002); Cho (1998); Cohen (1979); 
Horneman et al. (2002); Jackson et al. (2001, 2002); Loker-Murphy (1996); Plog (1991; 
2001); Pizam et al. (2002); Mathur et al. 1998); McKercher et al. (2002); Muller (1991); 
Nickerson and Ellis (1991); Weaver and Lawton (2002); and, Yiannakis and Gibson 
(1992). 
Active enthusiasm about travel. 
The final dimension arises as a consequence of the previous characteristics. 
Tourists who were intellectually curious and novelty seeking, who were sociable, 
venturesome, and risk taking and who were individualistic were logically going to be 
active in tourist pursuits and enthusiastic about their trips. These tourists appear to be 
active in relation to all travel behaviours (see next section) and enthusiastically embrace 
all aspects of the tourism experience. Keywords associated with this personality 
characteristic include: having fun; being excited, being enthusiastic, hedonistic and 
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anxiety free. Studies that highlight this characteristic include: Bieger and Laesser 
(2002); Cha et al. (1995) Formica and Uysal (1998); Horneman et al. (2002); Jackson et 
al. (2001, 2002); Kastenholz et al. (1999); Lehto et al. (2003); Loker and Perdue (1992); 
Loker-Murphy (1996); and, Muller (1991). 
In summary, the psychographic dimension of allocentricism can be described in 
terms of intellectually curious; novelty seeking; sociable; venturesome; risk taking; 
individualistic; and have an active enthusiasm for tourism experiences. This description 
(theoretically) should be dimensionally opposite to the description of tourists with a 
psychocentric tourism personality (see next section). In the following sections, the 
allocentric tourist type was evaluated in terms of demographics, travel behaviours, 
social factors and destination characteristics. Such analyses should demonstrate a 
logical consistency between the psychographic description of allocentric tourists and 
their observed behavioural characteristics. Further, such analyses lead to testable 
hypotheses that can be evaluated when a tourism personality inventory was constructed 
(see next chapter). 
Allocentrics and demographics (who) 
Gender. 
In terms of gender, the allocentric personality concept of tourism seems to be 
gender neutral with most research indicating clusters were gender neutral (e.g., Cho, 
1998; Loker and Perdue, 1992; Muller, 1991). There were exceptions with some 
researchers indicating that allocentric cluster groups were dominated by males (e.g., 
Kim et al., 2003; Waryszak & Kim, 1994) while other clusters were described as having 
a higher percentage of female members (e.g., Keng & Cheng, 1999; Mathur, 1998).  
Age. 
The evidence from the 51 studies labelled allocentric suggest that age was not a 
discriminating factor regarding tourism personality. Indeed studies have described 
allocentric group members as younger (Cho, 1992; Horneman et al., 2002; Jackson et 
al., 2001; 2002; Kastenholz et al., 1999; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Mathur, 1998; Weaver 
& Lawton, 2002), belonging to a median or middle age group (Loker & Perdue, 1992; 
Shoemaker, 1989; 2000) and others belonging to the older/oldest tourist groups (Bieger 
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& Laesser, 2002; Cha et al., 1995; Formica & Uysal, 1998; Waryszak & Kim, 1994; 
Zins, 1999). 
Education. 
The majority of research studies that have related tourist segments to education 
have reported that the allocentric profile was associated with well-educated tourists 
(e.g., Ahmed et al., 1998; Bieger & Laesser, 2002; Horneman et al., 2002; Keng & 
Cheng, 1999; Muller, 1991; Weaver & Lawton, 2002). Only studies by Cha et al. (1995) 
- whose Novetly Seeking segment was described as having a low percentage of tertiary 
educated members - and Loker and Perdue (1992) -whose Excitement Seekers with 
Escape segment scored low on education compared to the other backpacker segments – 
have failed to find a positive association between allocentricism and education. 
Life cycle/Marital status. 
Only three (out of the 51) studies described tourist types in terms of life 
cycle/marital status and therefore definitive conclusions cannot be made. The results of 
the studies varied from no marital difference between groups (Loker & Perdue, 1992) to 
half the segment being married (Kastenholz et al., 1999) to Formica and Uysal ’s (1998) 
Enthusiasts cluster group that had the greatest percentage of married members. 
Income/Wealth. 
The cluster groups associated with allocentric characteristics were also 
associated with statistically significant higher levels of income/wealth (e.g., Bieger & 
Laesser, 2002; Kim et al., 2003; Loker & Perdue, 1992; Shoemaker, 2000; Waryszak & 
Kim, 1994). This was consistent with Plog’s (1971) original formulation of allocentric 
tourist personality types. The two exceptions in this qualitative analysis were 
Galloway’s (2002) Sensation Seeking cluster and Horneman et al.’s (2002) Aussies 
cluster. It was pertinent to note that while both Galloway and Horneman et al. reported 
that income was lower compared to other clusters, they did not make a comparative 
analysis with the general population. 
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Ethnicity/cross cultural. 
While there was no mention of ethnicity or cultural differences between 
allocentric and other cluster segments, researchers have been able to identify allocentric 
types of tourist segments in a diverse range of national cultural groupings (see Table 
2.4.1.). This opens the possibility that the tourism personality concept of allocentricism 
may be universal and culture free. 
Table 4.1. Allocentricism by National Culture of sample by Researcher 
National Culture Researchers 
Australia Horneman et al. (2002); Jackson et al. (2001; 2002); Kim et al. (2003); 
Loker-Murphy (1996); Weaver and Lawson (2002) 
Canada Ahmed et al. (1998); Galloway (2002); Muller (1991); Young et al., 
(1978) 
Germany Kozak (2002); Zins (1999) 
China (Hong Kong) McKercher et al. (2002) 
Italy Formica and Uysal (1998) 
Japan Cha et al. (1995) 
Portugal Kastenholz et al. (1999) 
Korea (South) Cho (1998); Waryszak and Kim (1994) 
Norway Chen (2000) 
Singapore Keng & Cheng (1999) 
Switzerland Bieger and Laesser (2002) 
United Kingdom Kozak (2002); Wickens (2002) 
United States of 
America 
Baloglu (2001); Loker and Perdue (1992); Mo et al. (1994) Nickerson 
and Ellis (1991); Pizam et al. (2002); Plog (1991; 2001); Shoemaker 
(1994; 2000); Tiefenbacher et al. (2000); Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) 
 
Summary of demographic profile. 
Overall, the demographic profile of cluster groups describing characteristics of 
allocentric type tourist groups was: gender neutral; of all age groups; highly educated; 
single or married; have higher than average levels of income/wealth; and have been 
identified in a diverse range of National Cultures. In comparison to Plog’s original 
formulation, this research confirmed the notion that tourists who have allocentric tourist 
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personality traits were highly educated with high income that allowed their expressions 
of: intellectual curiosity; discovery of the unfamiliar; time and resources for adventure 
seeking; and, for opportunities for individualistic pursuits (or doing their own thing). 
The last personality type characteristic (being active and enthusiastic) was probably not 
directly related to higher levels of education and income, although well educated upper 
class tourists may have the time, energy and resources to do more active recreational 
activities on vacation compared to less educated and less wealthy who may go places to 
rest, relax and recuperate. Finally, this active characteristic of the allocentric tourist 
personality was reflected in travel behaviours (see next section). 
Allocentric personality trait and tourist behaviours (Does what) 
This section provides a qualitative summary of the literature involving 
allocentric tourist types and tourism related behaviours. It was observed that the vast 
majority of tourist behaviours of the allocentric tourist type emphasized the notions of 
high levels of tourist activities; a wide range of types of activities; and, a number of 
links with the psychographic profile of the allocentric tourist (e.g., seeking out novelty 
or the unfamiliar). 
Level of tourist behaviours. 
The qualitative analysis of cluster groups describing tourists with an Allocentric 
personality trait indicated a near universal emphasis on activities and being active. The 
following researchers have identified allocentric type groups as being the most active of 
the cluster groups (Ahmed et al., 1998; Bieger & Laesser, 2002; Cha et al., 1995; 
Galloway, 2002; Horneman et al., 1999; Jackson et al., 2001; 2002; Kastenholz et al., 
1999; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Lehto et al., 2003; Loker-Murphy, 1996; Mathur, 1998; 
Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; Pizam et al., 2002; Plog, 1991; 2001; Shoemaker, 1989; 2000; 
Smith, 1978; Tiefenbacher et al., 2000; Waryszak & Kim, 1994; Weaver & Lawson, 
2002; Wickens, 2002). Only two studies mentioned the notions of rest and relaxation 
(Cho, 1998; Loker & Perdue, 1992) 
Range of activities 
As part of the description of tourist types, the researchers highlighted both the 
notion that these allocentric types were the most active, but then described tourist 
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behaviours in terms of a diverse range of activities. These were summarized in Table 
4.2. 
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Table 4.2 Range of activities described as typical of allocentrics by author (date) 
reference 
Type of activity Researcher 
Cultural, historical, 
heritage, local festivals and 
museums 
Ahmed et al. (1998); Bieger and Laesser (2002); Cha et al. 
(1995); Formica and Uysal (1998); Horneman et al. (2002); 
Jackson et al. (2001; 2002); Kastenholz et al. (1999); Kozak 
(2002) Lehto et al. (2003) Loker and Perdue (1992); Muller 
(1991); Pizam et al. (2002); McKercher et al. (2002); Shoemaker 
(1989; 2000); Wickens (2002); Zins (1999). 
Scenic tours, sightseeing Ahmed et al. (1998); Bieger and Laesser (2002); Keng and 
Cheng (1999); Muller (1991); Shoemaker (1989; 2000); 
Waryszak and Kim (1994); Young et al. (1978); Zins (1999). 
Entertainment, nightlife, 
wineries 
Ahmed et al. (1998); Bieger and Laesser (2002); Cha et al. 
(1995); Cho (1998); Formica and Uysal (1998); Horneman et al. 
(2002); Kastenholz et al. (1999); Lehto et al. (2003); Muller 
(1991); Waryszak and Kim (1994). 
Nature/ecotourism Bieger and Laesser (2002); Cho (1995); Galloway (2002); Lehto 
et al. (2003); Shoemaker (1989); Weaver and Lawton (2002). 
 
Allocentrics and tourist behaviours 
A dominant, underlying theme of the allocentric tourist personality types is the 
emphasis on the number of activities and the diverse range of activities that are 
expressed in the quest for novelty. Accordingly, the following researchers have 
emphasized that the allocentric type tourists seek out and attempt to understand new 
experiences, knowledge, people, places, foods, lifestyles, sport activities, and tourism 
products (Ahmed et al., 1998; Beiger, 2002; Cha et al., 1995; Cho, 1998; Formica & 
Uysal , 1998; Galloway, 2002; Horneman et al., 2002; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Kim et al., 
2003; Kozak, 2002; Lehto et al., 2003; Mo et al., 1994; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; Pizam 
et al., 2002; Plog, 1991; 2001; Shoemaker, 1989; 2000; Smith, 1978; Waryszak & Kim, 
1994; Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992; Young et al., 1978).  
In anticipation of these new activities, these allocentric tourist personality types 
were more likely to learn a new language (or at least become familiar with foreign 
phrases) before (international) travel, were content to travel where their language was 
not spoken, and sought to learn about different cultures and explore ways of life 
(including participating in local customs). Indeed for this personality type, the 
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exploration of different cultures was more important than the associated physical 
activity (see Ahmed et al., 1998; Cho, 1998; Cohen, 1979; Jackson et al., 2001; 2002; 
Keng & Cheng, 1999; McKercher et al., 2002; Plog, 1991; Tiefenbacher et al., 2000). 
For instance, allocentric tourist personality types indicated a preference to expend 
energy to only buy authentic native arts and crafts and avoid purchasing replicas of 
cultural artefacts (Plog, 1991; 2001). Finally, tourism segments that described 
allocentric characteristics highlighted the active avoidance of resting and relaxation with 
a strong preference to seek out the unconventional to escape/avoid the mundane and 
everyday (at home) routines (e.g., Pizam et al., 2002; Plog, 2001; Shoemaker, 1989; 
2000; Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992). 
Pre-planning 
The final area of travel behaviour that been described in these tourist typologies 
was pre-planning tourist experiences, the influential role of marketing, and trip 
characteristics in terms of frequency, co-travellers, and the like. In terms of pre-trip 
planning, the tourism clusters that described allocentric tourist types choose travel 
products shortly after they were introduced to the market (e.g., psychographic 
motivation to seek novelty); spend the least amount of time pre-planning and utilized 
the least amount of travel and accommodation information from the tourist industry; 
make their own plans and arrangements (free independent travel), keep the amount of 
pre-booking to a minimum with few time/activity constraints (Cohen, 1979; Jackson et 
al., 2001; 2002; Loker & Perdue, 1992; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Muller, 1991; Plog, 
2001; Shoemaker, 1978; Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992). For instance, Shoemaker (1978) 
indicated that this type of tourist prefers to use guide books on arrival at a new 
destination rather than pre-book. However, on balance, the source of travel information 
and the use of the travel industry varies within the allocentric tourist types. There were 
contradictory reports on the use of media, the use of brochures, and the amount of 
interaction with the travel industry. The following authors describe clusters with 
allocentric tourist types as heavy users of the travel industry (Baloglu, 2001; Cho, 1998; 
Galloway, 2002; Mathur, 1998) while other researchers report less travel industry use 
(Ahmed et al., 1998; Cohen, 1979, Jackson et al., 2001; 2002; Horneman et al., 2002; 
Keng & Cheng, 1999). However, a number of researchers report that allocentric types 
use recommendations from others, utilized their own judgment rather than tourist 
industry advice and were generally highly satisfied with the available travel information 
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(Galloway, 2002; Kastenholz et al., 1999; Loker & Perdue, 1992; Plog, 2001; 
Shoemaker, 1989). This was consistent with the allocentric personality type that is 
seeking novelty and the unfamiliar (there would be little mainstream travel information 
available) and therefore they need to rely on own judgment (emphasizing the internal 
locus of control and the individualistic self).  
Travel frequency 
The basic travel characteristics also appear to vary between the tourism types 
described as having allocentric personality characteristics. The majority of studies 
described allocentric types as tourists who travel frequently (Kastenholz et al., 1999; 
Keng & Cheng, 1999; Plog, 2001; Shoemaker, 1978); were more likely to take long 
haul trips (Bieger & Laesser, 2002; Horneman et al., 2002; Lehto et al., 2003; Mathur et 
al., 1998; Muller, 1991; Plog, 2001, Tienfenbacher, 2000; Weaver & Lawton, 2002) 
and, while they spend more per day than the average traveller (Ahmed et al., 1998; 
Lehto et al., 2003; Plog, 1991; 2001; Zins, 1999) they were considered cautious 
spenders seeking value for money (Horneman et al., 2002; Kastenholz et al., 1999; 
Lehto et al., 2003). Finally, the preferred travel mode appeared to be travelling alone on 
a self-guided tour, enjoying the challenge of getting there with many travel options and 
with minimal assistance from the travel industry (Bieger and Laesser, 2002; Keng & 
Cheng, 1999; Lehto et al., 2003; Mo et al., 1994; Plog, 2001; Weaver & Lawton, 2002; 
Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992). In summary, the qualitative analysis of psychographic 
characteristics highlighted notions of intellectual curiosity; discovery of the unfamiliar; 
time and resources for adventure seeking; opportunities for individualistic pursuits (or 
doing their own thing); and being active and enthusiastic about the whole tourist 
experience. The qualitative analysis of travel behaviours reinforced these concepts 
demonstrating high levels of activity within tourist type behaviours, a wide range of 
activities, and the notion of seeking novelty and understanding the unfamiliar. Further, 
the lack of pre-planning, the minimal use of information sourced from the travel 
industry and the emphasis on either frequent and/or long haul trips reinforced notions 
being venturesome, of the individual pursuit of adventure, and being personally active 
and enthusiastic about all aspects of the travel experience. 
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Allocentrics and psychosocial influences 
The qualitative analysis of allocentric tourist groups identified a wide variation 
of others involved in travelling. The role of others in travel can be divided into two 
groups: (a) travel with whom; and (b) visit, meet, and interact with whom.  
Travelling with whom (co-travellers) 
The analysis indicated that travel with whom (i.e., co-travellers) included 
travelling alone (Jackson et al., 2001; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; 
Plog, 2001); travelling in small groups (Kim et al., 2003; Plog, 2001; Weaver & 
Lawton, 2002); or travelling in organized tour packages (Bieger & Laesser, 2002; 
Kastenholz et al., 1999; Loker-Murphy, 1996; Waryszak & Kim, 1994). The concept of 
travelling with whom also included the type of co-traveller and included: travelling 
alone or with partner/spouse (Jackson et al., 2001; 2002; Kim et al., 2003; Plog, 2001; 
Weaver & Lawton, 2002); with family/relatives (Ahmed et al., 1998; Bieger & Laesser, 
2002; Horneman et al., 2002; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Loker & Perdue, 1992; Pizam et 
al., 2002; Wickens, 2002); with friends (Loker-Murphy, 1996; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; 
Shoemaker, 1989; 2000); or, with strangers (Bieger & Laesser, 2002; Kastenholz et al., 
1999; Jackson et al., 2001: Loker-Murphy, 1996; Waryszak & Kim, 1994). In summary, 
the cluster groups with allocentric type tourists have a wide range of travelling 
companions and vary markedly on the types of co-travellers in their touring party. In 
terms of the reason for travelling with others, allocentric types tend to use tourist 
experiences to bring the family together (Formica & Uysal, 1998; Lehto et al., 2003; 
Shoemaker, 1989; 2000). Given they travel where others (relatives and friends) have 
never been to (Cha et al., 1995; Jackson et al., 2001; Horneman et al., 2002; Plog, 
2001), another motivation for travel seems to be wishing to appear as trend setters and 
recounting and making recommendations about travel on their return (Cha et al., 1995; 
Horneman et al., 2002; Keng & Cheng, 1999). Overall, allocentric cluster membership 
was positive about the role of family and friends within the tourist experience. A 
minority of studies found a low preference on taking and visiting family and relatives 
(Bieger & Laesser, 2002; Jackson et al., 2001; 2002; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; 
Tiefenbacher et al., 2000). 
Interestingly, both Jackson et al. (2001) and Nickerson and Ellis (1991) had 
allocentric cluster groups that varied radically on the number and type of co-travellers. 
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For example, Jackson et al. (2001) described two allocentric groups, one the explorer 
group who preferred to travel alone while the second group (adventurer) preferred 
travelling with family and friends. Similarly, Nickerson and Ellis (1991) “private 
explorer” type travelled alone or with only one or two family members or friends, while 
Nickerson and Ellis’s “outgoing, experimental traveller” type preferred to travel in large 
groups including family, friends and strangers. Other researchers described allocentric 
tourist groups as either having the largest percentage of tourists travelling alone (Keng 
& Cheng, 1999; Plog, 2001) or travel in large organized groups (Bieger & Laesser, 
2002; Jackson et al., 2001; Kastenholz et al., 1999; Loker-Murphy, 1996; Waryszak & 
Kim, 1994). It can be concluded from this wide variation in co-travellers that there was 
a second psychographic social dimension independent of the Allocentric-Psychocentric 
dimension. To fully describe a tourist personality, a second (social) dimension is 
required. 
Travelling to whom (visiting hosts) 
While travelling with family and friends was positive, the previous section 
highlighted the variability across psychographic clusters that describe allocentric tourist 
types. However, when focusing on the reason/motivation for travelling, then the vast 
majority of researchers emphasized that allocentric tourists were interested in meeting, 
interacting, communicating, and exploring/exchanging concepts and ideas with others 
(especially members of the host community) (Bieger & Laesser, 2002; Cho, 1998; 
Formica & Uysal, 1998; Galloway, 2002; Jackson et al., 2001, 2002; Kastenholz et al., 
1999; Keng & Cheng, 1999, Lehto et al., 2003; Mo et al., 1994; Muller, 1991; 
Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; Plog, 2001; Shoemaker, 1989; Smith, 1978; Waryszak & Kim, 
1994; Wickens, 2002; Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992; Zins, 1999). This involved the 
following tourist experiences: to visit as simpler life; to experience traditional lifestyle 
and hospitality; to have a lot of contact with locals by not being isolated from the host 
community; to learn about customs, languages, foods and lifestyle; to meet socialize 
and appreciate people with exotic/different ethnic backgrounds; to identify with the 
local community; and, to experience the sensations of being a stranger. In conclusion, 
the primary social motivation to travel for allocentric type tourists was to seek out 
foreign hosts in exotic destinations and interact with them to achieve an understanding 
from the hosts’ cultural perspective.  
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Allocentrics and Destinations (where) 
The final major concept that evolved from the previous qualitative data analysis 
of tourism typologies was destination (or where tourists ventured). A further analysis of 
those typologies focussing on allocentric personality types have described tourists that 
were intellectually curious, seeking novelty, sociable, venturesome, and risk takers. This 
personality profile created a traveller who was active, and who was involved in a 
diverse range of activities with an emphasis on new or novel experiences. The profile 
also characterized the tourist type as one who engaged in little pre-planning and who 
seeks limited travel information before travelling. Finally, allocentric type travellers 
were likely to visit distant locales and interact with hosts from diverse cultural 
backgrounds. In terms of destination, a survey of the allocentric tourist types has found 
that these tourists chose destinations that have been described as new and unfamiliar, 
international and foreign, remote, undisturbed and obscure (Ahmed et al., 1998; Cha et 
al., 1995; Cohen, 1979; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Lehto et al., 2003; Mathur, 1998; 
McKercher et al., 2002; Mo et al., 1993, 1994; Muller, 1991; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; 
Plog, 1991, 2001; Shoemaker, 1989; Waryszak & Kim, 1994; Weaver & Lawton, 2002; 
Wickens, 2002). Finally, it was likely that the destination was one that had not been 
previously visited either by themselves or with families and friends. Thus, statistically, 
these allocentric tourist types were the least likely to be repeat visitors (Jackson et al., 
2001, 2002; Lehto et al., 2003; Muller, 1991; Plog, 1991, 2001; Shoemaker, 1989; 
2000; Tienfenbacher et al., 2000; Wickens, 2002; Young et al., 1978). Within the 
context of the foreign, exotic destination, the preferred travel accommodation was 
unlikely to be pre-booked (and most likely found on-site via a guidebook), more likely 
to be locally owned and providing experiences of local lifestyle, food and customs 
(Cho, 1998; Cohen, 1982; Horneman et al., 2002; Mo et al., 1994; Plog, 1991; 
Shoemaker, 2000; Smith, 1978; Wickens, 2002; Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992). Further, 
the accommodation was likely to be adequate but of budget standard (i.e., will be of 
good value but only have basic amenities) (Jackson et al., 2001, 2002; Horneman et al., 
2002; Kim et al., 2003; Shoemaker, 1989, 2000; Weaver & Lawson, 2002).  
Psychocentric types 
The second sample of literature included descriptions of tourist types that 
displayed psychocentric type characteristics. The analysis highlighted those 
characteristics that were common across a number of tourist types. There were 101 
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tourist types that were considered to display psychocentric type characteristics. These 
were listed on Appendix D. and form the basis for the following analysis 
Psychocentrics and psychographics 
An overall (qualitative) impression of these clusters/groups/types of 
(psychocentric) tourists was the following: (1) they were predominately comparison 
groups (i.e., were described as opposite to other groups); (2) they were described in 
non-terms (i.e., non-active or non-interested); and (3) they were tourist groups but were 
not the industry’s “ideal” tourist since they were not active consumers of tourism 
products.. Instead, psychocentric tourist types prefer passive experiences (e.g., 
emphasizing rest, relaxation, little if any sightseeing, etc.). Examples of such cluster 
groups are Loker-Murphy’s cluster 2 (Escapers/relaxers) and Zins (1999) Cluster 2 (the 
family escapist). In both clusters, the tourists were described as placing high importance 
on relaxing, a wish to escape from other places, little or no emphasis on daily activities, 
low budget travellers, low mix with fellow travellers, and least likely to tell 
friends/family about their vacation. 
A summary of the qualitative analysis regarding psychographics characteristics 
of the psychocentric tourist type the following personality trait characteristics: 
intellectually restricted; conservative; preference for the familiar; high need for structure 
to reduce anxiety associated with safety; absence of foreign (in terms of language, food, 
customs, etc.); desire to escape, relax, and be inactive; have an external locus of control; 
and, display hedonistic-type behaviours.  
Intellectually restricted 
Behaviours and attitudes associated with this trait include: intellectually 
restricted; naivety; not seeking challenges; having little or lacking interest in others and 
the host community; having own interests; not being interested in a wide range of 
tourism activities including nature/wildlife, entertainment/nightlife, adventure and 
cultural pursuits (Ahmed et al., 1998; Cho, 1998; Formica & Uysal, 1998; Horneman et 
al., 2002; Kastenholz et al., 1999; Mathur et al., 1998; Morrison et al., 1996; Muller, 
1991; Plog, 1991; Shoemaker, 1989; Tiefenbacher et al., 2000; Waryszak & Kim, 1994; 
Wickens, 2002). Nickerson and Ellis (1991) described true psychocentrics as non-
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tourists while Kim et al. (2003) described this type of tourist as having the lowest 
motivation in personal growth and learning and embracing new experiences. 
Conservative 
While some researchers (e.g., Loker-Murphy, 1996; Kozak, 2002) perceived 
these tourist types as seeking adventure, the vast majority of researchers described these 
tourist types as conservative; low risk-taking; seeking the familiar; minimizing risk and 
non-adventurous (Cohen, 1979; Horneman et al., 2002; Keng & Cheng, 1999; 
Morrison, 1996; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; Plog, 1991; Weaver & Lawson, 2002; 
Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992). 
Preference for the familiar 
These tourist types were less inclined to do unfamiliar things and preferred the 
familiar/commonplace tourism features associated with atmosphere, facilities, 
amenities, foods, entertainment, meals and destinations (Cohen, 1979; Jackson et al., 
2001; 2002; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Lehto et al., 2003; Mo et al., 1994; Muller, 1991; 
Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; Plog, 1991; 2001; Tiefenbacher et al., 2000; Waryszak & Kim 
et al., 1994; Wickens, 2002; Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992; Young et al., 1978). 
High need for structure to reduce anxiety associated with safety 
A major theme through these tourist types involved the notion of structure, 
planning, seeking extra information, etcetera, to minimize concerns, avoid travel 
problems and reduce anxiety/nervousness. These tourists were averse to surprises, had a 
high emphasis on personal safety, hygiene and sanitation, were security conscious and 
took out travel and health insurance (Horneman et al., 2002; Hsu & Lee, 2002; Jackson 
et al., 2001; 2002; Kim et al., 2003; Lehto et al., 2003; Loker-Murphy, 1996; Morrison 
et al., 1996; Muller, 1991; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; Plog, 1991). Muller (1991) also 
highlighted a strong motivation to avoid embarrassment associated with cultural gaffes. 
Absence of foreign experiences 
While Wickens (2002) indicated minor use of some foreign language terms 
while travelling abroad, most tourism researchers described psychocentric tourists as 
having a preference for non-foreign for all tourism activities and destinations, visiting 
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hosts who used the tourists’ own language, and the security of tour packages and the 
desire to travel to foreign destinations in tour groups (Cohen, 1979; Horneman et al., 
2002; Hsu & Lee, 2002; Jackson et al., 2001; 2002; Kastenholz et al., 1999; Keng & 
Cheng, 1999; Kim et al., 2003; Lehto et al., 2003; McKercher et al., 2002; Mo et al., 
1994; Morrison et al., 1996; Muller, 1991; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; Plog, 1991; 
Shoemaker, 1989; Smith, 1978; Waryszak & Kim, 1994; Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992). 
Escape, relaxation, low activity 
The major motivation for these tourists appeared to be escape, rest, and 
relaxation (Kim et al., 2003; Kozak, 2002; Loker & Perdue, 1992; Loker-Murphy, 1996; 
McKercher et al., 2002; Morrison et al., 1996). Further, when activities were mentioned, 
most of the tourist types were described as non-active, low activity levels, little or lack 
of interest in activities, passive activities, or familiar, commonplace activities organized 
by tour operators (Ahmed et al., 1998; Cho, 1998; Formica & Uysal, 1998; Galloway, 
2002; Kastenholz et al., 1999; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Loker-Murphy, 1996; Mathur, 
1998; McKercher et al., 2002; Morrison et al., 1996; Plog, 1991; 2001; Tiefenbacher et 
al., 2000; Zins, 1999). A number of researchers highlighted activities associated with 
family (Lehto et al., 2003; Muller, 1991; Pizam et al., 2002; Shoemaker, 1989; 1994; 
Weaver & Lawton, 2002; Young et al., 1978), while others found tourists who varied in 
activities especially along the social dimension (that is, from introversion to 
extraversion)(Galloway, 2002; Hsu & Lee, 2002; Jackson et al., 2001; 2002; Kim et al., 
2003; Loker-Murphy, 1996; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; Shoemaker, 2000; Wickens, 
2002; Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992).  
External locus of control 
Given that this tourist type was likely to be passive and rely on the travel 
industry to provide structure and security, it was not surprising that many researchers 
have described these tourists as having an external locus of control, as powerless, as 
non-demanding and as having their tourist experience controlled by the travel industry 
(Horneman et al., 2002; Jackson et al., 2001; 2002; Morrison et al., 1996; Nickerson & 
Ellis, 1991; Plog, 1991; 2001; Smith, 1978; Zins, 1999). 
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Hedonistic self 
While some researchers indicated this tourist type had a lack of self confidence 
(Horneman et al., 2002; Plog, 1991; 2001; Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992), most researchers 
described the self of this tourist type as hedonistic, sensual, pleasure-seeking, self-
indulgent, selfish, self-rewarding/gratifying but achieving self-fulfilment (Horneman et 
al., 2002; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Kim et al., 2003; Loker-Murphy, 1996; Waryszak & 
Kim, 1994; Wickens, 2002). 
Summary 
In summary, the psychographic dimension of psychocentricism can be described 
in terms of intellectually restricted, conservative, preference for the familiar, high need 
for structure, anxious, safety conscious, absence of foreign/alien, motivation to escape, 
relax, low enthusiasm for activity, an external locus of control, and, self-indulgent and 
hedonistic. There were two important conclusions to be drawn about this analysis. First, 
it confirms Plog’s original conception that psychocentrics were individuals who were 
not risk-takers/venturesome, were anxious (at least in terms of personal safety/security 
and health issues), and perceive they have less (internal) control over their lives. 
Second, this description does appear to be dimensionally opposite to the description of 
tourists with an allocentric tourism personality (see previous section). While there were 
a number of dimensions that were opposite (intellectually curious versus restricted; 
novelty versus familiar; venturesome versus conservative; risk-taking versus structure; 
internal versus external locus of control; active versus passive rest and relaxation), these 
personality traits differ in terms of self (Individualism versus Hedonism) and sociability 
(towards hosts). In the following sections, the psychocentric tourist type was evaluated 
in terms of demographics, travel behaviours, social factors and destination 
characteristics. Again, such analyses should demonstrate a logical consistency between 
the psychographic description of the psychocentric tourists and their observed 
behavioural characteristics. Further, this should lead to testable hypotheses that can be 
evaluated when a tourism personality inventory was constructed (see next chapter). 
Psychocentrics and demographics 
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Gender 
An analysis of the gender distribution associated with psychocentricism 
indicated gender neutral groups (Keng & Cheng, 1999; Loker & Perdue, 1992; Mathur, 
1998; Mok & Iverson, 2000; Zins, 1998), male dominated groups (Kim et al., 2003; 
Loker & Perdue, 1992; Shoemaker, 1989; Waryszak & Kim, 1994), and female 
dominated groups (Keng & Cheng, 1999; Kim et al., 2003; Morrison et al., 1996; 
Muller, 1991; Shoemaker, 2000; Wickens, 2002; Zins, 1998). Consistent with the 
gender analysis of allocentrics, psychocentric tourist personality types can be 
considered to be gender neutral. 
Age 
Again, consistent with the allocentric tourist personality analysis, research 
summarized here found tourist groups distributed across the life span. That is, some 
researchers described psychocentrics groups as younger (Bieger & Laesser, 2002; Cha 
et al., 1995; Cho, 1998; Formica & Uysal, 1998; Horneman et al., 2002), as belonging 
to middle age groups (Hsu & Lee, 2002; Kastenholz et al., 1999; Kim et al., 2003; 
Loker and Perdue, 1992; Morrison et al., 1996; Shoemaker, 1989; 2000; Waryszak & 
Kim, 1994; Zins, 1999), and constituting the older tourist clusters (Horneman et al., 
2002; Jackson et al., 2001; 2002; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Mathur, 1998; McKercher et 
al., 2002; Mok & Iverson, 2000; Shoemaker, 1989; Tiefenbacher et al., 2000; Zins, 
1998). 
Education 
There appeared to be no association between psychocentricism and education 
level. Groups were spread from clusters that had the lowest education level (Ahmed et 
al., 1998; Hsu & Lee, 2002; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Muller, 1991) to cluster groups with 
median education levels (Horneman et al., 2002; Morrison et al., 1996) to groups with 
advanced education (Cha et al., 1995; Galloway, 2002; Loker & Perdue, 1992; 
McKercher et al., 2002). This was in contrast to the allocentric tourist type that appears 
to be correlated to the well-educated tourist population. 
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Life cycle/Marital status 
The demographic, marital status does not appear to be associated with tourist 
personality type. Some researchers indicated no difference in percentage married 
(Kastenholz et al., 1999; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Morrison et al., 1996), while others 
reported clusters that either had a high percentage of married couples (Ahmed et al., 
1998) or groups with a significantly low percentage of married couples (Formica & 
Uysal , 1998; Loker & Perdue, 1992).  
Income/Wealth 
Many researchers have associated psychocentricism with tourists who spend the 
least amount of money while on a tourist experience. This was supported by the large 
number of clusters that have been described as being psychocentric and having low 
income (Formica & Uysal, 1998; Hsu & Lee, 2002; Kim et al., 2003; Muller, 1991; 
Shoemaker, 1994; 2000; Waryszak & Kim, 1994; Zins, 1998). A few researchers have 
described psychocentrics as having either a wide range of incomes or high levels of 
income (Baloflu, 2001; Horneman et al., 2002; Loker & Perdue, 1992; Mok & Iverson, 
2002; Morrison et al., 1996). This finding was consistent with descriptions of allocentric 
type tourists who were typically described as being statistically associated with the 
higher levels of income/wealth. 
Ethnicity/cross cultural 
While there was no mention of ethnicity or cultural differences between 
psychocentrics and other cluster segments, researchers have been able to identify this 
type of tourist in a diverse range of national cultural groupings (see Table 4.3). This 
opens the possibility that the tourism personality concept of allocentricism-
psychocentricism may be universal and culture free. 
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Table 4.3. Psychocentricism by National Culture of sample by Researcher 
National Culture Researchers 
Australia Horneman et al. (2002); Jackson et al. (2001; 2002); Kim et al. (2003); 
Loker-Murphy (1996); Weaver and Lawson (2002) 
Canada Ahmed et al. (1998); Galloway (2002); Muller (1991); Young et al. 
(1978) 
Germany Kozak (2002); Zins (1999) 
China (Hong Kong) McKercher et al. (2002) 
Italy Formica and Uysal (1998) 
Japan Cha et al. (1995) 
Portugal Kastenholz et al. (1999) 
Korea (South) Cho (1998); Waryszak and Kim (1994) 
Norway Chen (2000) 
Singapore Keng and Cheng (1999) 
Switzerland Bieger and Laesser (2002) 
Taiwan Mok and Iverson (2000) 
United Kingdom Kozak (2002); Wickens (2002) 
United States of 
America 
Baloglu (2001); Hsu and Lee (2002); Loker and Perdue (1992); Mo et 
al. (1994); Morrison et al. (1996); Nickerson and Ellis (1991); Pizam et 
al. (2002); Plog (1991; 2001); Shoemaker (1989; 1994; 2000); 
Tiefenbacher et al. (2000); Yiannakis and Gibson(1992) 
 
Summary of demographic profile 
Overall, the demographic profile of cluster groups describing characteristics of 
allocentric type tourist groups was: gender neutral; distributed across the adult life-span; 
was associated with all levels of education; was not associated with marital status, but 
appears to be associated with lower levels of income. In terms of culture, the tourist 
personality trait of psychocentricism has been identified and described in a wide range 
of cultures by a wide range of tourism researchers. In Plog’s original formulation, he 
remained silent on gender, age, education level, and marital status. Again, in this 
research, the allocentric – psychocentric tourist personality traits do not appear to be 
associated with these demographic factors. However, Plog’s original research focused 
on above average income earners who behaved in a psychocentric manner and found 
they were not venturesome, were anxious in their daily lives and perceived they had 
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little control over their daily lives. While these psychographic traits appeared to exist, 
this research seems to indicate that psychocentric traits were associated with tourists 
who appeared to have less disposable income. That is, while Plog (1974) found both 
personality types within a group of wealthy tourists, a broader analysis of tourists from 
all socio-economic levels indicated that allocentrics tourists were more likely to be 
wealthy and psychocentric tourists were statistically more likely to be poorer. If this 
was so, then the type of tourist behaviours (next section) and destination types may be a 
product of wealth as well as a personality preference. Finally, this wealth factor may 
also explain why psychocentrics appear to be less independent (and more guided by 
others), were more likely to evaluate the tourist experience, and were less motivated to 
learn, be near nature, meet new people and experience new things (Ahmed et al., 1998; 
Baloglu, 2001; Cha et al., 1995; Cho, 1998; Cohen, 1979). 
Psychocentric and tourist behaviours (Does what) 
This section summarizes the qualitative research data on psychocentric tourism 
personality type and tourist behaviours. Consistent with the above psychographic 
profile, psychocentric tourists tended to be conservative in their travel behaviours and 
their choice of tourist experiences. They tended to seek out a significant amount of pre-
trip information, spend considerable time engaged in long term planning of their trip, 
and a very reliant on the structure provided by the tourist industry. They preferred to 
escape their everyday routine and preferred to rest and relax rather than be actively 
involved in tourist activities. Finally, a number of researchers indicated that 
psychocentric type tourists feel that price was important and that these tourists 
concentrated on seeking value for money. 
Conservative choices regarding tourist behaviours 
Tourist personality groups with psychocentric tendencies tended to be 
conservative in many of the travel choices. For instance in terms of travelling to their 
destination, psychocentric type tourists preferred to drive rather than fly, preferred short 
haul trips, travel infrequently, have high repeat visitation to same destination, and avoid 
variety (Keng & Cheng, 1999; Lehto et al., 2003; Mok & Iverson, 2000; Muller, 1991; 
Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; Plog, 1991; 2001; Shoemaker, 1989; 1994; 2000; 
Tiefenbacher et al., 2000; Weaver & Lawton, 2002; Wickens, 2002; Zins, 1998; 1999).  
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Reliance on tourist industry 
A summary of psychocentric type tourists highlighted the heavy reliance on the 
travel industry and also highlighted the notion that anxiety and fears associated with 
travel can be reduced by involving the travel industry. Examples of this reliance 
include: seeking comfort and security before travel; seeking extra travel information 
(compared to other tourist groups); utilize travel agents/consultants and travel industry; 
engage in long term pre-planning; and, have a high need for structure and predictability 
(Ahmed et al., 1998; Cho, 1998; Cohen, 1979; Horneman et al., 2002; Hsu & Lee, 
2002; Jackson et al., 2001; 2002; Kastenholz et al., 1999; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Lehto 
et al., 2003; Loker & Perdue, 1992; Morrison et al. , 1996; Weaver & Lawton, 2002; 
Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992).  
Low impact and low levels of tourist activities 
Compared to allocentric type tourists, descriptions of psychocentric tourist types 
either make no reference to activities, or indicate low activity levels and activities that 
have little physical exertion (Ahmed et al., 1998; Bieger & Laesser, 2002; Cho, 1998; 
Galloway, 2002; Horneman et al., 2002; Kastenholz et al., 1999). For example, the 
relatively few activities that were mentioned include: walking, shopping, going to the 
beach and sunbaking, visiting theme parks, golf, card playing and visiting casinos, 
sightseeing, and fine dining and arts/cultural events (Cho, 1998; Galloway, 2002; 
Horneman et al., 2002; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Loker & Perdue, 1992; Loker-Murphy, 
1996; Morrison et al., 1996; Muller, 1991; Plog, 1991; Shoemaker, 1994; 2000; Weaver 
& Lawton, 2002; Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992; Zins, 1998; 1999). Overall, this tourist 
personality type preferred to escape the routine of daily life but avoided variety and 
adhered to a holiday routine, to rest and relax, enjoy common tourist activities and fulfil 
the need to mentally recover (Horneman et al., 2002; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Pizam et 
al., 2002; Shoemaker, 1994; 2000; Wickens, 2002; Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992; Zins, 
1998; 1999).   
Value for money 
A small number of researchers highlighted the notion that psychocentric tourists 
tend to evaluate their tourist experience in terms of value for money. Researchers who 
have highlighted this characteristic included: Ahmed et al. (1998); Horneman et al. 
(2000); Kastenholz et al. (1999); Lehto et al. (2003); and, Shoemaker (1994, 2000).  
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Summary 
Travel activities/behaviours appeared to have the greatest consistency with the 
psychographic profile of the tourist. There was also a strong contrast between the 
behaviours of allocentric and psychocentric personality types. In summary, 
psychocentric tourist types were conservative in their behaviour choice and choose 
activities that required little effort. They have a high preference for the familiar and a 
high need for the structure provided by the tourism industry. They appeared to be 
motivated to rest and relax in close proximity to home (and thus less likely to be 
foreign) and have a low enthusiasm for any (strenuous) activity. In contrast, allocentric 
tourist types chose to actively engage in a wide range of activities. 
Psychocentrics and social influences (with whom) 
The qualitative analysis of psychocentric tourist groups identified material that 
described both travelling with others; and, the desire to visit, meet and interact with the 
host community.  
Travelling with whom (co-travellers) 
Tourism researchers who described psychocentric type tourists indicated that 
this type of tourist perceived that travelling with family and spending quality holiday 
time interacting with family members was very important (Ahmed et al., 1998; Bieger 
and Laesser, 2002; Cha et al., 1995; Horneman et al., 2002; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Kim 
et al., 2003; Kozak, 2002; Lehto et al., 2003; Loker-Murphy, 1996; McKercher et al., 
2002; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; Plog, 2001; Shoemaker, 1989; 1991; Pizam et al., 2002; 
Weaver & Lawton, 2002; Tiefenbacher et al., 2000; Waryszak & Kim, 1994; Wickens, 
2002; Zins, 1998; 1999). Only two studies described psychocentric type tourist 
segments as not being family oriented (Formica & Uysal, 1998; Loker & Perdue, 1992). 
Interestingly, (and in contrast to the allocentric personality type), references to friends 
only as co-travellers was rare (Keng & Cheng, 1999; Shoemaker, 2000). The size of the 
travelling party varied from travelling alone, travelling with family only, travelling in 
small groups, travelling with others doing the same thing, and travelling in organized 
tour groups (Ahmed et al., 1998; McKercher et al., 2002; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; 
Shoemaker, 1989; 2000; Waryszak & Kim, 1994).  
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Further, a wide range of researchers indicated that psychocentric tourist types 
were predominately influenced by family and friends when making decisions regarding 
type of tourist experience and tourist destination (Baloglu, 2001; Hsu & Lee, 2002; 
Jackson et al., 2001; Loker & Perdue, 1992; Morrison et al., 1996; Plog, 1991). The last 
characteristic (interacting with co-travellers) also varied from avoiding crowds and little 
interest in socializing with co-travellers (Formica & Uysal, 1998; Horneman et al., 
2000; Kastenholz et al., 1999; Loker-Murphy, 1996) to having fun and mixing with co-
travellers/crowds (Horneman et al., 2000; Kastenholz et al., 1999; Kozak, 2002, Loker-
Murphy, 1996; Muller, 1991; Plog, 1991). Of interest on this social dimension (of co-
travellers) was that a number of researchers had psychocentric sub-types who varied 
from asocial to extremely social and enjoying intermixing with crowds (Jackson et al., 
2001; 2002; Kastenholz et al., 1999; Loker-Murphy, 1996; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991). 
For example, Nickerson and Ellis (1991) four psychocentric tourist types: two types 
(private cultural traveller and private low-key traveller) that can be described as asocial 
and introverted; and, two types (repeat tour taker and repeat visitor) that can be 
described as very social, very interactive and extraverted in nature. This wide range of 
social interactions with co-travellers and hosts indicated that there needed to be a social 
dimension running orthogonally to the psychocentric-allocentric tourism personality. 
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Travelling to whom (visiting hosts) 
When completing the qualitative analysis of hosts and host communities, 
psychocentric tourism personality types were dominated by visiting friends and 
relatives (Bieger & Laesser, 2002; Cha et al., 1995; Jackson et al., 2001; 2002; Kim et 
al., 2003; Lehto et al., 2003; Loker & Perdue, 1992; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; 
Shoemaker, 1994; Young et al., 1978). When referring to hosts and host communities, 
the descriptions varied from psychocentrics showing little or no interest in meeting and 
interacting with hosts (Cohen, 1979; Formica & Uysal, 1998; Horneman et al., 2002; 
Keng & Cheng, 1999; Wickens, 2002; Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992) to an interest in 
visiting similar cultures or a preference for people/hosts who spoke the same language 
(Jackson et al., 2001; 2002; Lehto et al., 2003) to interacting with friendly, helpful 
locals (Muller, 1991; Shoemaker, 1994; 2000). Finally, Plog (1991) indicated that 
psychocentric tourists had a strong preference for choosing family type tourist 
destinations (in terms of restaurants, shops, accommodation, and tourist activities – 
family theme parks, etc.).  
In summary, psychocentric tourist types were dominated by family influences in 
terms of destination decision making and co-travellers. The degree of sociability varied 
from some cluster groups wishing to travel alone and avoid crowds and meeting hosts to 
other cluster groups (even by the same researcher) as being highly social (travelling in 
large family or tour groups) and having the desire to meet (albeit similar) members of 
the host community. 
Destinations (where) 
The final major concept that evolved from the previous qualitative data analysis 
of tourism typologies was destination (or where tourists ventured). An analysis of those 
typologies focussing on psychocentric personality types have described tourists that 
seek out same or similar destinations, use package tours, prefer summer beach holidays 
to rest and relax, concentrate on comfort, safety and security and stay in international 
standard, luxury accommodation. The overwhelming focus regarding destination was 
high repeat visitation to the same or similar destinations (Baloglu, 2001; Jackson et al., 
2001; 2002; Muller, 1991; Nickerson & Ellis, 1991; Plog, 1991; 2001; Shoemaker, 
1989; 2000; Tiefenbacher et al., 2000; Wickens, 2002). Further, the analyses indicated 
that psychocentric tourists were more likely to visit domestic venues (versus 
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international locales) and were more likely to seek off-season vacations or peaceful, 
quiet, traditional tourist destinations (Kastenholz et al., 1999; Loker-Murphy, 1996; 
Mathur, 1998; Morrison et al., 1996). A number of researchers reported that these 
psychocentric tourist types were the least likely segment to visit exotic cultures (Ahmed 
et al., 1998; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Loker-Murphy, 1996; Morrison et al., 1996).  
In terms of organizing the trip, there was a strong preference for pre-booking, 
for purchasing package tours that contained all inclusive features (Cohen, 1979; 
Horneman et al., 2002; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Lehto et al., 2003; Mo et al., 1994; 
Shoemaker, 1989; Zins, 1999). In terms of preference for activities while on holidays, 
the two main themes were: preference for sun, fun, rest and relaxation, escape from 
work/life stress (Ahmed et al., 1998; Cha et al., 1995; Galloway, 2002; Horneman et al., 
2002; Jackson et al., 2001; 2002; Plog, 1991); and, an emphasis on comfort, safety and 
security (Ahmed et al., 1998; Hsu & Lee, 2002; Jackson et al., 2001; 2002; Keng & 
Cheng, 1999; Mo et al., 1994; Morrison et al., 1996; Muller, 1991; Shoemaker, 1994; 
2000; Wickens, 2002; Zins, 1999). Some researchers indicated that this psychocentric 
tourist type described preferred destinations in terms of low crime rate, modern and 
clean (Morrison et al., 1996; Muller, 1991; Shoemaker, 1994; 2000). Finally, 
psychocentric tourist types preferred destinations with well developed infrastructure, 
ease of access (from their home base), they had high expectations regarding 
accommodation and tended to choose international brand resorts at the high end of the 
market that have organized events for the whole family and were considered good value 
for money (Ahmed et al., 1998; Cho, 1998; Keng & Cheng, 1999; Lehto et al., 2003; 
Mo et al., 1994; Morrison et al., 1996; Plog, 1991; Smith, 1978; Waryszak & Kim, 
1994; Yiannakis & Gibson, 1992; Zins, 1998; 1999).  
A summary comparison of allocentric and psychocentric tourist types 
A qualitative analysis of tourist types was implemented. The first analysis was 
completed using tourism personality types that were deemed to have described 
allocentric type tourists (Plog, 1974, 1981). The overall categorization included tourists 
who sought novelty and the unfamiliar, who were free and independent of the tourism 
industry, and whose tourism experiences were unplanned and unstructured. The second 
analysis included tourist personality types who displayed psychocentric characteristics 
as reliance on and use of the tourism industry, seeking the familiar and shunning 
novelty, and, requiring a high degree of pre-planning and structure in their forthcoming 
95 
tourist experience. Table 4.4 highlighted the similarities and differences in terms of 
psychographics (personality traits); demographics (who); travel behaviours (does what); 
psychosocial aspects (with whom); and, travel destination choice (where). 
Table 4.4 Summary table comparing Allocentric and Psychocentric types 
Characteristic Allocentric Psychocentric 
Personality traits  intellectually curious 
 seeking novelty 
 sociable 
 venturesome 
 risk-taking 
 individualistic (self) 
 active enthusiasm 
 intellectually restricted 
 preference for the familiar 
 conservative 
 high need for (industry) 
structure to reduce travel 
anxiety 
 hedonistic (self) 
 escape, relax, low activity 
 absence of foreign 
 external locus of control 
Demographics   
gender Gender neutral Gender neutral 
age No relationship No relationship 
education Well-educated No relationship 
life cycle/ 
marital status 
No relationship No relationship 
income/wealth High income/wealth Low to median income 
ethnicity Across diverse cultures Across diverse cultures 
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Characteristic Allocentric Psychocentric 
Tourist behaviour 
(Does what?) 
 highly active 
 completes many, diverse 
activities 
 motivation for novelty and 
seeking new information 
 learn languages and 
visit/understand 
cultures/customs 
 active avoidance of rest and 
relaxation 
 high intake of new products 
 little pre-planning and few 
travel constraints (ie, free 
independent travel) 
 travel frequently 
 long haul  
 spend more than the average 
traveller 
 seek adventure 
 low active level 
 few activities, little physical 
exertion 
 conservative decisions and 
avoid variety 
 not foreign 
 escape from stress, routine 
holidays, rest, relaxation, 
recovery 
 high repeat visitation 
 long term planning, extra 
information, book packages, 
prefer high industry structure 
 travel infrequently 
 short haul (drive rather than 
fly) 
 evaluate holidays in terms of 
value for money 
 seek comfort and security 
Psychosocial 
aspects  
(with whom?) 
Co-travellers 
 vary from spouse, 
family/relatives, friends to 
strangers 
 positive role within families 
 size of travel party varies 
 motivated to travel to 
somewhere family/friends 
have not visited 
 degree of sociability varies 
 co-travellers mainly 
family/friends 
 positive role within families 
 size of travel party varies 
 family/friends highly 
influential in travel decision 
making 
 degree of sociability varies 
Psychosocial 
aspects  
(with whom?) 
Host community 
 meeting, interacting, 
communicating and 
exploring/exchanging 
concepts and ideas with hosts 
 preference for simpler, 
traditional life, high contact 
with hosts, socialize and 
appreciate people from 
exotic/different cultural 
backgrounds 
 visiting friends and relatives 
with little interest in visiting 
exotic, remote cultures 
 preference for similar 
cultures (to their own) who 
speak the same language 
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Characteristic Allocentric Psychocentric 
Destinations 
(Where?) 
 distant locales 
 hosts with diverse 
backgrounds that were new, 
foreign, remote, undisturbed 
 first time visitors 
 minimal pre-planning and 
minimal pre-booking 
 accommodation to be 
adequate, locally owned, 
budget standard, good value, 
basic amenities 
 same/similar destinations 
with close easy access 
 summer beach holidays to 
rest, relax and escape from 
stress 
 repeat visitors 
 maximum pre-planning, pre-
booking and pre-purchasing 
packages 
 accommodation to be high 
end of market, have high 
expectations and evaluate it 
for value 
 safety, security, comfort and 
cleanliness 
 
An overview of the reported analysis allows four conclusions to be drawn. First, 
a large number of tourism segments/clusters that have been described in the tourism 
literature were classified into either allocentric or psychocentric personality types. Of 
the 349 tourists types that were extracted from the literature, 51 (or 14.6%) could be 
readily identified as having the basic three allocentric characteristics. A further 101 (or 
28.9%) tourism types were classified as having psychocentric personality traits. That is, 
43.5 % of all tourism personality segments can be classified either as allocentric or 
psychocentric. Second, all of the 35 tourism researchers who described an allocentric 
tourist type also described a psychocentric personality type. Thus, the dimensional 
constructs (familiar-novel; institutionalized-independent; active/explore-rest/relax) were 
part of the academic conceptualizations of tourist personality types. Note, there were 
only five tourism researchers (Field, 1999; Mok & Iverson, 2000; Morrison et al., 1996; 
Shoemaker, 1994; Zins, 1998) who described psychocentric tourism cluster types but 
did not also describe an allocentric tourist type.  
Third, it was possible to comprehensively describe all aspects of the tourism 
experience using the tourist personality descriptions. Both allocentrics and 
psychocentrics were described in terms of psychographics, demographics, travel 
behaviours, psychosocial aspects, and destination choices. While not all studies 
described all aspects of the allocentric and psychocentric tourist, the research literature 
was detailed enough to draw firm conclusions that can now be evaluated with further 
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research. For instance, by developing a tourism personality assessment inventory that 
discriminates between allocentrics and psychocentrics, studies were completed to 
determine if there were demographic differences between the two tourism personality 
types. For instance, this current analysis allowed researchers to hypothesize that there 
would be no gender, age, life cycle and ethnic differences between allocentrics and 
psychocentric groups, but there should be statistically significant differences in terms of 
education level and income. Similar hypotheses were developed for psychographics, 
travel behaviours, psychosocial aspects and travel destinitions. 
Fourth, an analysis of the qualitative results indicated that while allocentrics and 
psychocentrics could be readily compared on many dimensions, the comparison 
invariably led to the conclusion that allocentrics and psychocentrics were dimensionally 
opposite on most if not all aspects of travel. In psychographics, allocentrics were 
intellectually curious, seek novelty, were venturesome and risk-takers and have an 
active enthusiasm for travel experiences. In contrast, psychocentrics were intellectually 
restricted, prefer the familiar, were conservative and have a high need for structure and 
utilize holidays to escape from a stressful life by achieving rest/relaxation and by being 
inactive. Most demographic variables do not differentiate allocentrics from 
psychocentrics. There were no gender, age, life cycle or ethnic differences between the 
two. However, allocentrics appeared to be better educated and have a higher income 
compared to psychocentrics.  
In travel behaviours, allocentrics were active in many diverse tourism related 
pursuits, were motivated to seek out novelty and the unfamiliar, will learn foreign 
languages and customs to maximize cross-cultural tourism experiences. They also 
actively avoid rest and relaxation and with minimal pre-planning were content to engage 
in free independent travel. Allocentrics also travel frequently, travel long distances to 
remote locations, and seek adventure. In contrast, psychocentrics engage in few 
activities, avoid variety, and make conservative travel decisions that allow them to 
experience the familiar. They use travel to escape from stress and spend their time 
resting, relaxing, and recovering. As a travel segment, psychocentrics are high repeat 
visitors and spend considerable energy in pre-planning and pre-purchasing industry tour 
packages. Finally, they travel infrequently, prefer to drive (not fly), and seek comfort 
and security. 
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When evaluating the psychosocial aspects of the tourism experience, allocentrics 
were again quite different from psychocentrics. Allocentric tourists varied in terms of 
types of co-travellers (from spouse only to family/friends to strangers) while 
psychocentrics tended to travel with family members (although this depended on life-
cycle). While size of travel party varied for both tourist personality types, the social 
influences of these co-travellers were different. Allocentrics tended to travel to new 
exotic destinations where they (and their family/friends) had not previously been. In 
contrast, psychocentrics tended to involve family/friends in their destination decision 
making.  
One critical factor needed further exploration. It appeared that the degree of 
socialization varied across the whole spectrum for both allocentric and psychocentric 
personality types. Both groups of tourist personality types varied from travelling alone 
through travelling with family/friends to travelling in large tourist groups (made up of 
strangers). Further, both of these tourist personality groups varied in their desire to seek 
out and interact with other tourists and hosts. The key distinction was not the degree of 
social interaction with people, but how foreign these people were. That is, allocentrics 
were more likely to seek out and interact with people from diverse (host) cultures where 
psychocentrics will socialize with hosts but primarily only from their own cultural 
background. This diversity on the degree of social interaction led some researchers 
(Jackson et al., 2001; 2002) and Nickerson & Ellis, 1991) to indicate that a complete 
description of tourist personality needs a second personality trait (an activation or 
Extraversion dimension). 
Finally, the characteristics of the travel destination reflected the distinct 
personality traits. allocentrics visited distant, exotic locales compared to psychocentrics 
who preferred to visit close familiar destinations. allocentrics were more likely to be 
first time visitors, whereas psychocentrics were over-represented in the repeat visitor 
category. Allocentrics were unlikely to pre-plan or pre-book compared to psychocentric 
tourist personality types. In terms of accommodation, allocentrics were more suited to 
adequate, locally owned, budget accommodation, whereas psychocentrics choose to stay 
in international hotels/resorts, selected the high end of the market, and have high 
expectations regarding service quality. They also invest in safety, security, and comfort. 
In conclusion, there appears to be strong evidence for the existence of distinct 
allocentric and psychocentric personality types. Further, in the most important aspects 
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of the tourism experience, these two personality types were dimensionally opposite to 
each other. 
Future research 
The next stage in the research process was to develop a tourist personality 
assessment inventory that attempts to measure and discriminate between allocentrics 
and psychocentrics. This assessment inventory can then be evaluated in terms of 
reliability and validity (see chapter 3). 
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CHAPTER 3 DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION OF A TOURIST 
PERSONALITY INVENTORY 
Purpose of Chapter 
The previous chapter described an iterative procedure using qualitative and 
quantitative approaches to determine tourist personality types. A literature review of 
tourism research determined that there appeared to be three characteristics that all 
tourists had in common. These were: the quest for novelty; the degree of reliance on the 
tourism industry; and, the degree of tourist-host interaction. A qualitative analysis of 
tourism research literature illustrated that the tourism experience can be conceptualized 
within four domains: who (psychographic, demographic); does what (travel 
behaviours); with whom (co-travellers, hosts); and, to where (holiday destinations 
including accommodation). A quantitative lexical analysis of the same literature 
provided a rich lexicon that was readily classified into the four domains. A subsequent 
qualitative analysis of the tourism research literature determined dimensionally opposite 
tourist personality types: allocentrics and psychocentrics. Allocentrics seek out novelty, 
minimize reliance on the tourism industry (prefer free independent travel), and explore 
and interact with hosts. Psychocentrics, on the other hand, seek familiarity, rely heavily 
on the travel industry, maximize pre-trip planning to reduce anxiety associated with the 
trip, and use the tourist experience to rest, relax, and recover from life/work stress. A 
final qualitative analysis compared and contrasted allocentrics and psychocentrics on 
demographics, travel behaviours, psychosocial aspects, and destination choice. The 
overall conclusion was that allocentrics and psychocentrics differed (and were opposite) 
on all of these key tourism characteristics. 
This chapter reports the development and evaluation of a tourism personality 
assessment inventory. The developmental process was catergorized into three stages: 
first, conceptualizing tourism personality within a personality paradigm; second, 
constructing and evaluating a psychological-based personality inventory specifically 
designed for the tourism industry; and finally, completing reliability and validity studies 
on this new instrument. The chapter begins with a critical review of the literature in 
order to place the decisions made regarding the development and evaluation of the 
tourist personality assessment instrument into an appropriate context.  
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Personality Psychology 
The field of personality is concerned with what is generally true of people 
(human nature) as well as individual differences (Pervin & John, 2001). That is, 
personality psychologists are interested in similarities (what structures describe all 
people) and differences (how different combinations of structures lead to diverse 
behaviours) (Briggs, 1989; Pervin & John, 2001). Personality research focuses on 
answering what is personality (i.e., a description of characteristics and structures); how 
personality develops (i.e., the relative contributions of heredity and the environment); 
and why (i.e., the process or motivation/reasons for completing specific behaviours) 
(Pervin & John, 2001). A simple definition indicates that personality “was a pattern of 
relatively permanent traits, dispositions or characteristics that gives some consistency to 
people’s behaviour” (Lefton & Brannon, 2003. p. 404). Thus, personality theories 
attempt to explain the structure, the process, the development, and the causes underlying 
personality. There were four major paradigms: Psychodynamic, Humanist, Trait, and 
Behavioural (Lefton & Brannon, 2003). The predominance of tourist types in the tourist 
literature, the emphasis on statistical procedures including cluster analysis, and the 
tourism marketing strategy of segmentation locate tourism personality research within 
the Trait paradigm. The following tourism researchers have based their research on the 
Trait theory approach: Bieger and Laesser (2002), Cardoso et al. (1999), Chen (2000), 
Cho (1998), Ekinci and Chen (2002), Formica and Uysal (2002), Galloway (2002), 
Holbrook and Olney (1995), Horneman et al. (2002), Hsu and Lee (2002), Hudson and 
Ritchie (2002), Kastenholz et al. (1999), Keng and Cheng, (1999), Lee-Hoxter and 
Lester (1988), Lehto et al. (2002), McCleary and Choi (1999), McGuiggan (2004), 
Pizam et al. (2004), Silverberg et al. (1996), Snepenger (1987) and Waryszak and Kim 
(1994). In response to this historical precedence, the trait personality approach was used 
in this research. 
Trait theories 
Trait theories have varied in their definition and use of the term “trait” (Allport 
& Odbert, 1936; Cattell, 1979; Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975; Costa & McCrae, 1992). 
Most researchers have defined traits as consistent patterns in the way individuals 
behave, feel, and think (Pervin & John, 2001). Traits have three functions in personality 
research. First, traits are summaries of how people behave and how they were different 
from each other. Second, traits are used to predict a person’s future behaviour that 
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typically appears in different situations and over time. Finally, traits are present to 
explain a person’s behaviour. In general, this suggests the operation of some internal 
process (Pervin & John, 2001). However, other researchers have raised the possibility 
that traits actually do not exist, but are social labels that were created and attached to 
behaviours in a social context (Cloninger, 1996). Whatever the explanation, traits are 
specific and are context/situation dependent. That is, traits may not be displayed until 
the appropriate context is present (Cloninger, 1996). For example, certain 
traits/behaviours associated with Allocentric tourists interacting with foreign hosts will 
not occur until the tourist has the means and the opportunity (the money and the time) to 
travel overseas to a new, exotic host community. A tourist type or tourist dimension 
should be considered a general personality disposition to act in a consistent manner 
across situations and over time. For example, if Allocentrics seek novelty and were first 
to consume a new, exotic tourist product, then the same Allocentric type at home should 
seek out the unfamiliar and purchase items that have just come onto the market. In 
conclusion, trait theorists suggest individual’s have broad pre-dispositions to behave in 
certain ways and that there is a logical hierarchical organization to personality (from 
behaviour through habits through traits to personality dimensions) (Pervin & John, 
2001). 
There are four broad assumptions shared by all trait theorists (Pervin & John, 
2001). The first assumption was that all people possess broad predispositions (called 
traits) to respond in particular ways. This was generally described in terms of the 
person’s likelihood of behaving, feeling, or thinking in a particular way. Thus, people 
who score high/low on a particular trait have a higher/lower probability of behaving 
consistently with that tendency (Digman, 1990; Hartup & Lieshout, 1995; Pervin & 
John, 2001). The second assumption is that traits are the fundamental building blocks of 
human personality and the discovery of these building blocks and how they interact 
with each other allowed researchers to determine and predict more complex behaviours 
(Pervin & John, 2001). The third assumption is that personality and behaviour can be 
meaningfully organized into a hierarchy. That is, behaviour (enjoy lively party) is a 
specific instance of a habitual response (likes to meet people), which is an instance of a 
trait (sociability) that is an instance of a dimension or a factor (Extraversion). Relating 
to tourism then, interacting with foreign tourists (behaviour) is an instance of being 
curious and learning about different cultures (habitual response) that, in turn, is an 
example of a Novelty trait and been defined as part of the Allocentric tourist dimension 
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of personality. The final assumption is that trait theorists assume traits remain constant 
over the adult life span (Harkness & Hogan, 1995; Tellegen, 1988; Roberts & 
DelVecchio, 2000). This assumption has implications in terms of influence by heredity 
or the environment and for stability of the traits/behaviour over time and across 
situations.  
Psychological assessment 
Psychological assessment has a long history in terms of development and 
evaluation. From the earliest assessments of civil servant in China more than 2000 years 
ago (Bowman, 1989) through to the foundation of psychology and measurement (e.g., 
the work of Binet, Galton, and Wundt - see Viney & King, 1998) to modern day 
research, the discipline of psychology has focused on the construction and evaluation of 
test inventories (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997). Assessment can simply be defined as the 
process of evaluating individual differences between humans (Lefton & Brannon, 
2003). The aim of personality psychology assessments is to explain behaviour and/or 
classify and predict future tourist behaviours (Lefton & Brannon, 2003). In this thesis, 
the development of a tourism-specific personality assessment, the Allocentric Tourist 
Personality Inventory was undertaken to explain and classify tourist behaviour with a 
view to predicting future behaviours. Following accepted psychometric process, the 
Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory (a tourism-specific assessment) was then 
compared with assessment scales that have already been developed and 
psychometrically evaluated. In this way, the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory 
can be conceptualized within the context of the broader personality research. The 
second phase of the assessment process reported in this thesis was to classify tourists 
into clusters that were meaningful from a tourism perspective. This assessment 
instrument was evaluated from a psychometric perspective and then used to predict 
tourism-specific behaviours (including tourism crime victimization).  
There are two major types of personality assessments: Projective tests and 
personality inventories (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997; Lefton & Brannon, 2003). However, 
given the tourism industry’s preference for trait descriptions and the use of survey type 
instruments, this research focused on personality inventories. In personality research, 
trait theorists have led the way in the development and evaluation of personality 
inventories (Lefton & Brannon, 2003). The previous major personality inventories have 
been the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ, Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975); the 
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Sixteen Personality Factor test (16PF, Cattell, 1949); and, the NEO-PI-R (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992) (see Appendix E for brief history and descriptions). The Allocentric 
Tourist Personality Inventory was constructed using test development strategies based 
on these major personality inventories 
In the development of “personality” assessments, psychologists focus on items 
drawn from the first concrete behavioural level (specific acts or interactions) and 
assume that a consistent pattern of answering reflected each of the above hierarchical 
tiers of personality (Digman, 1990; Hartup & Lieshout, 1995). The major trait 
personality tests are constructed of mainly interpersonal interactions or 
preferences/specific behaviours and are generated from self-report type measures. There 
are several hundred published personality tests, but all of the ones that have been 
applied to the tourist settings have failed to validate/predict tourist behaviours (see 
introduction of Study 1 and Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). One of the major reasons for 
creating a tourism personality inventory was that such industry-based tests have been 
perceived to be superior on all forms of validity (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). 
Methodological considerations in developing trait assessments 
The process involved in personality development ideally includes the following 
four decision making components: (1) content relevance; (2) criterion keying; (3) factor 
analysis; and, (4) a theoretical basis or grounding (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). Content 
related procedures (e.g., lexical analysis of frequency of words describing personality) 
have the primary advantage in their simplicity and directness (i.e., simply collecting all 
relevant personality terms and determining the relative frequency and thus importance 
of the key words). However, the simple transparency of the content analysis has the 
disadvantage that the results could be manipulated by the personal bias of the 
researcher. To minimize this potential experimenter bias, the strategy of employing 
multiple data collectors and determining their inter-rater reliability is now a standard 
procedural tool (Mason & Bramble, 1978). The use of lexical analysis in trait creation 
began with the original trait formulations (Allport & Odbest, 1936) and continued 
through the development of traditional personality tests (e.g., Cattell, 1979) to the 
emergence of the Five Factor Model of Personality (Costa & McCrae, 1995). Empirical 
criterion keying is the second decision making step, whereby the inconsistent items that 
have been responded to in an unfavourable direction were rejected as not a particularly 
important/relevant characteristic in the (tourist) population. This strategy is used to 
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identify relevant content and determine its importance by also measuring the frequency 
of the content.  
The third tier analysis is the use of factor analysis. Factor analysis is used to 
systematically and statistically link all relevant items to the trait dimension. This 
“objective” classification strategy allows the researcher to minimize any researcher bias 
that may have occurred in the first tier of analysis (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). Factor 
analysis facilitates the investigation of validity, permits the construction of a simple 
scoring system and contributes to construct definition of the particular personality 
dimension. However, researchers still need to empirically validate the assessment tool 
(what does it accurately predict) and contextualize the dimension within a sound 
theoretical grounding. The final step, theoretical grounding, requires test developers to 
address theoretical constructs associated with the trait dimensions. For example, 
Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) reported on psychophysiological research in which people 
who scored high on Extraversion had lower cortical arousal and had predictably 
different levels of attention, concentration, and learning than individuals who scored 
high on Introversion.  
Role of Lexical analysis in the development of trait personality 
The most influential technique in generating universal personality traits has been 
the lexical analysis on natural languages (Cloninger, 1996; Fujita, 1996; Loehlin et al., 
1998). The main lexical studies regarding the identification of personality traits include: 
De Raad, Perugini, Hrebickova, and Szarota (1998); Digman (1990); Goldberg (1981; 
1982; 1990); John, Angleitner, and Ostendorf (1988); and, Norman (1963). The 
approach was conceived as the starting point for all personality taxonomies and 
assumed that socially relevant personality characteristics have been encoded in the 
natural language of that culture (Briggs, 1989; Cloninger, 1996; Fujita, 1996). The 
primary assumption behind the lexical approach was that culturally important, readily 
apparent individual differences will have the largest vocabulary and the most frequent 
lexicons (Briggs, 1989; Fujita, 1996).  
This lexical approach has been used by a wide range of researchers over the 
second half of the 20th Century to identify five major personality dimensions. These 
researchers include Botwin and Buss (1989), Fiske (1949), Goldberg (1976), McCrae 
and Costa (1965, 1985), Norman (1963; 1967), and Tupes and Christal (1961). One of 
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the major criticisms of previous verbal lexical approaches was that they have all used 
the same methodology (lexical analysis) with the same language data-base (English). 
There have been three attempts to answer such criticisms: (1) the use of different 
lexicons (different language data base); (2) the use of cross cultural, non-verbal 
measures (different data base); and, (3) the use of multiple data analytic methods 
(different methodologies) (Cloninger, 1996; Fujita, 1996; Paunonen, Zeidner, & 
Engvik, 2000). Successful cross cultural replications using the lexical approach have 
confirmed and validated the five factor solution (Anglietner, Otsendorf, & John, 1990; 
Bond & Forgas, 1984; Church & Katigbak, 1988; Hofstee, Kiers, De Raad, Goldberg, & 
Ostendork, 1997; John et al., 1988; White, 1980). Paunonen et al. (2000) used a 
structured non-verbal measure of personality in five (primarily European) countries: 
Canada, England, Holland, Norway, and Israel. This study found a common factor 
structure across the five countries and all factor solutions significantly correlated with 
the verbal five-factor solution (note, 81% of the correlations were above 0.60). Finally, 
Cloninger (1996) indicated that achieving similar findings using different but 
comparative data sources would increase confidence in the convergent validity of the 
personality factor structure (see also Campbell & Fiske, 1959).  
This research strategy was called the multi-trait multi-method approach 
(Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Borkenau and Ostendorf (1990) collected data on the Big 
Five personality traits using the following three different methodological data sources: 
self-report questionnaire; a rating scale of behavioural observations; and, peer ratings. 
They reported a multi-trait multi method matrix that confirmed high multi-method trait 
correlations and low (non-significant) same method but across trait correlations. The 
generality of the findings of the original lexical analysis (i.e., using different methods 
and diverse languages) also been confirmed by other reviewers (see Digman, 1990; 
John, 1990; Loehlin et al., 1998; McCrae, 1989). In conclusion, these diverse research 
studies confirm the use of the lexical approach to generate valid personality dimensions. 
Issues associated with the trait approach 
When attempting to understand the relationship between personality trait and a 
person’s behaviour, there were four major issues that need to be addressed. These 
include: (1) the role of trait causation in explaining behaviour; (2) the relative 
contribution of situation versus personality traits in determining behaviour; (3) the 
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relative contribution of heredity versus learning/experience in determining personality 
traits; and (4) the stability of traits across settings and time. 
Causation 
There been considerable philosophical debate about the existence of causation, 
the meaning of causation and the measurement of causation (Viney & King, 1998). 
Certainly trait theorists have been criticized for merely providing a descriptive summary 
of personality dimensions. Further, they have been criticized for using tautologies when 
attempting to explain the relationship between traits and behaviours.  
Situation versus traits 
One of the major controversies associated with personality trait theories is the 
relative contribution of personality traits versus the environment when attempting to 
predict a person’s behaviour. Mischel (1968) first raised the issue of situational factors 
by highlighting research that found the correlation between traits and behaviour rarely 
exceeded 0.30 (Pervin & John, 2001; Rorer & Widiger, 1983). There have been a 
number of explanations and suggested experimental improvements to minimize this 
criticism.  
First, personality traits are still considered to play an essential and predictable 
role in human behaviour. For instance, if the scenario was reversed, manipulation of 
environmental factors does not lead to a perfect predictive relationship between 
situation and behaviour. Therefore, both personality and situation variables appear to be 
necessary in the understanding of individual behaviour.  
Second, it would seem that there is a complex relationship between personality 
traits and situational variables (Rorer & Widiger, 1983). That is, people select the 
situation in which they behaved. For example, Allocentric tourists choose a relatively 
unknown foreign destination to travel and to meet new hosts. Hence, personality traits 
have influenced both the situation directly (choice of destination) and indirectly (now 
having to interact in a situation where there are only new hosts).  
Third, to counter some of the early criticisms, trait personality theorists have 
been able to increase predictability by carefully choosing traits and behaviours. For 
instance, by making the behaviour more specific, researchers have been able to improve 
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the correlation between personality traits and that behaviour. For example, the 
correlation between Allocentric trait score and revisiting friends and relatives is higher 
than the less specific behaviour of revisiting last destination.  
Fourth, the (personal) importance of a particular trait also influences the ability 
to predict future behaviour (Bem & Allen, 1974; Kenrick & Stringfield, 1980; Rorer & 
Widiger, 1983). For example, two Allocentric tourists may choose a foreign destination, 
but one may be highly motivated to meet new hosts on this visit (the Allocentric trait 
was important at this time), whereas, the other tourist may be motivated to have a 
stimulating family holiday (the motivation associated with the Allocentric trait was not 
important at this time).  
Fifth, the trait must be relevant to that particular situation (Pervin & Johns, 
2001). For instance, the Allocentric tourist trait appears gender neutral and therefore 
failed to predict gender differences associated with tourist destination decision-making.  
Sixth, there have been concerns associated with the measurement of the 
behaviour variable. The low correlation between traits and behaviour may be due to the 
reliance on a one-off measure of the behaviour (equivalent to a one-item test) 
(Cloninger, 1996; Rorer & Widiger, 1983). That is, personality researchers spend all 
their time/effort developing a multi-item reliable and valid personality test and then 
attempt to correlate it with a single behavioural measure. For example, researchers may 
use the NEO-PI-R to predict last holiday destination. While the NEO-PI-R was a 
reliable and valid measure of personality traits, the one-off measure of holiday 
destination may be influenced by many other (extraneous) factors. A solution to this 
measurement issue was to aggregate behaviours over time, which increases reliability 
(see Epstein, 1979, 1980; Rorer & Widiger, 1983; Whitely, 1978). For example, 
researchers using the NEO-PI-R to predict previous holiday destinations can define 
previous holiday destinations as all destinations visited on the previous ten occasions).  
Seventh, given that the behaviour measure may not be a reliable, valid measure, 
the type of measure may need to be reconsidered. For instance, if the majority of tourist 
trips for both Allocentric and Psychocentric tourists were in reality psychocentric in 
nature (because of time, money and family constraints), then correlating Allocentric 
personality traits with allocentric tourist destination choices would be low. A better 
measure of the destination choice behaviour would be to use the proportion of previous 
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destination trips that were allocentric (Rorer & Widiger, 1983). That is, the more 
Allocentric a tourist, the greater the proportion of the previous trips would be allocentric 
in nature (say, to new, foreign destinations). 
The eighth concern revolves around causality. Without an analysis of the causal 
relationship between traits and behaviour, some researchers indicate that traits may 
influence other constructs (reasons, motivations, intentions) that may in turn have a 
direct causal influence on behaviours (Rorer & Widiger, 1983). For example, allocentric 
traits may not predict foreign destination choice everytime, but may influence the 
motivation to travel to somewhere new. This motivation may then be tempered by time, 
work and family constraints. Thus, the new destination may be an interstate family 
beach holiday and not a new overseas destination. This, of course, implies that knowing 
situation variables (money, work, family) and other hypothetical constructs (reasons, 
motivations, intentions) should increase the predictive validity of personality trait scores 
(Cloninger, 1996).  
The final concern was the simplistic notion that one trait from an individual’s 
multi-trait personality can be equated with a specific behaviour (Cloninger, 1996). That 
is, it is unrealistic to expect that the Allocentric trait will explain tourist destination 
choice every-time. It is more feasible to consider that other traits (say, Neuroticism) 
may influence some decisions regarding the next overseas trip (e.g., a terrorism alert to 
a preferred overseas destination may increase the influence of the Neuroticism trait). 
Further, the same trait may be expressed through different behaviours in response to 
different settings. An extraverted tourist may travel and talk/interact with a large group 
of friends on a domestic holiday, but travel alone and talk and interact with locals on an 
overseas trip.  
In conclusion, strategies to increase predictive validity, could involve the 
following strategies: only measure prototypical behaviours, not all behaviours 
(Cloninger, 1996); identify moderator variables that increase freedom of choice (e.g., 
money, time, etc.) and thus allows tourist to make an unencumbered decision 
(Cloninger, 1996); identify personally important traits and predict their influence 
(Baumiester & Tice, 1988; Bem & Allen, 1974); specify under what conditions a trait 
would consistently influence behaviour (Cloninger, 1996); and finally, identify 
behaviours that have few environmental demands (but maximum personal choice) and 
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use these to correlate with personality trait scores (Caspi, 1989; Cloninger, 1996; 
Curran, White, & Hansell, 2000).  
While personality trait research continues to only describe trait dimensions, then 
its sole function continued to be predicting behaviour. However, trait research needs to 
go beyond descriptions and attempt theoretical explanations. Once this is achieved, the 
prediction of specific behaviours (say, next destination choice) would not be the end 
goal of trait personality development. Trait personality research and development 
should attempt to describe internal processes. Research, then, uses the prediction of 
behaviour outcomes under specific conditions as one way of validating this theoretical 
internal process. However, before this process can be fully understood, the relationship 
between personality traits and situation variables must be fully explored (Cloninger, 
1996; Funder, 1983; Kendrick & Funder, 1988; Mischel, 1984).  
Genetics versus environment 
Buss and Cantor (1989) hypothesize three possible explanations for the 
existence of the Big Five factors. In this conceptualization, the five factors may 
represent: (1) a purely biological, universal personality structure; (2) a biological 
tendency that underpins some evolutionary significance; or, (3) merely categories of 
social judgement that simplify social interactions in a complex society. Part of the 
explanation for the existence of personality traits was to ascertain the relative 
contribution made by heredity and the environment. 
Research in the 1990s that focussed on genetic versus environmental 
contributions determined that all traits have at least some genetic component, although 
estimates of the relative genetic contribution have varied from a low of 28% to a high of 
81% (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Loehlin, 1992; Loehlin et al., 1998; McGue, Bacon, & 
Lykken, 1993; Riemann, Angleitner, & Strelau, 1997; Waller, 1998). One of the reasons 
for such a high range between estimates was the concept of a reciprocal relationship 
(Ardelt, 2000; Pervin & John, 2001). A reciprocal relationship is the environmental 
reaction to a genetic (personality) trait that reinforces the expression of that behaviour. 
For example, friends and family of an Allocentric tourist type included this person in 
plans for a foreign trip, but are less likely to send an invitation for this person to go on a 
family beach holiday that emphasizes rest and relaxation. 
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Further estimates indicated that the shared environment (family members, etc.) 
made only a minor contribution (estimates range from 0 – 12%), but that non-shared 
environments (birth order, society/culture, etc.) made a relatively large contribution 
(estimated between 22 – 49%). The evidence that there was a considerable genetic 
component and the relatively large contribution made by the non-shared environment, 
supports an evolutionary significance explanation (Loehlin et al., 1998). Specifically, 
each of the five personality dimensions have varied on their estimated hereditary 
contribution: Open to experience (28 – 46%); Conscientiousness (36 – 55%); 
Extraversion (30 – 60%); Agreeableness (12 – 40%); and Neuroticism (15 – 50%) 
(Lefton & Brannon, 2003; Loehlin et al., 1998; Plomin & Caspi, 1999; Roberts & Del 
Vecchio, 2000).  
Stability 
Ardelt (2000) completed a meta-analysis of 206 personality stability coefficients 
and made the following conclusions. There was less stability if test-retest interval was 
large, if age of first measurement was below age 30 or above age 50, and, if individual 
personality traits were measured rather than obtaining an overall personality score. 
Finally, Ardelt (2000) concluded that the only personality trait assessment that appeared 
to be stable over time was the Big Five factors as measured by the NEO-PI-R.  
In their literature analysis, Roberts and Del Vecchio (2000) determined there 
were four possible types of consistency (or stability). The first two approaches are based 
at an individual level. Intra-individual consistency attempted to determine how each 
individual’s personality traits might change over time. That is, does the form and 
expression of an Allocentric trait increase or decrease over an individual’s life span (i.e., 
less desire to meet new people being reflected in a lower probability of choosing a 
foreign destination). Ipsative stability refers to the possible change in importance of a 
particular personality trait. For example, young inexperienced travellers may see 
Allocentric travel experiences as central to their life experience, whereas older more 
experienced travellers may consider rest and relaxation as more important. 
Unfortunately, there has been no published research exploring these two types of 
stability (Roberts & Del Vecchio, 2000). However, there has been considerable research 
on population-based types of trait consistency. Mean level consistency refers to whether 
groups of people increase or decrease their trait dimension scores over their adult life 
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span. Considerable research utilizing population-wide measures indicated that as 
individuals’ age, they score lower on Openness, Extraversion and Neuroticism and 
higher on Conscientiousness and Agreeableness trait dimensions (Ardelt, 2000; Costa & 
McCrae, 1994; Pervin & John, 2001; Roberts & Del Vecchio, 2000). In relation to the 
tourism personality trait, research would need to be completed to determine if traveller’s 
age reflected an increase or a decrease of their Allocentric trait score. That is, does the 
tourist population become more or less Allocentric as they age (and is it reflected in 
their tourist destination choice)? The final (population level) measure of trait 
consistency is rank order consistency and refers to the relative placement of individuals 
within a group across time (Pervin & John, 2001; Roberts & Del Vecchio, 2000). That 
is, does someone within a sample score high on the Extraversion factor (compared to 
other group members) and remain in that relatively high group ranking at re-test even if 
the mean score for each person has decreased. This measure reflects a much more 
biological explanation to trait consistency than does mean level consistency which 
reflects both biological and environmental influences. In terms of rank order, Roberts 
and Del Vecchio (2000) found that trait consistency peaked between the ages of 50 – 59 
years (correlation equalling 0.80) and that the Big Five personality traits ranged from 
Extraversion (correlation of 0.55) to Openness to new experiences (correlation of 0.51). 
Roberts and Del Vecchio (2000) concluded that overall trait personalities were 
consistent over time and were high enough to indicate stability of personality traits.  
Finally, Buss and Cantor (1989) suggested that instead of focusing on test score 
consistency across situations and time, researchers should focus on “coherence”. They 
described coherence in terms of test scores (e.g., a high Extraversion score) predicting 
outcome measures across the life span (e.g., a lifetime of more friends, stronger social 
networks and higher levels of activity). In tourism, individuals scoring high on the 
Allocentric dimension would be expected over their life-time to travel frequently, visit 
many new and diverse destinations, and have gained considerable knowledge from their 
tourist experiences. This aggregated behavioural dimension should increase consistency 
across measures and provide a better reflection regarding the influence of the 
Allocentric personality trait (Epstein, 1979, 1980; Rorer & Widiger, 1983; Whitely, 
1978). 
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Personality traits and individual differences 
Over the past 50 years of research into personality traits, there has been 
overwhelming evidence for five universal personality dimensions (Briggs, 1989; Buss 
& Cantor, 1989; Cloninger, 1996: De Raad et al., 1998; John, 1989; Matsumoto et al., 
2002; McCrae, 1989; McCrae & Costa, 1991; Pervin & John, 2001). The principal 
measure of these five dimensions is the NEO-PI-R. In conceptual terms, the products of 
the other two principal trait theorists (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975; Cattell, 1979) can be 
assimilated into the five-factor solution represented by the NEO-PI-R (see Appendix 
G). It should be noted that individuals who score high on Eysenck’s Psychoticism scale 
will score low on both the NEO-PI-R’s conscientiousness and agreeableness scales. 
McCrae and Costa (1991) report that there have been extensive reliability and validity 
studies on the NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1988; Plake & Impara, 2001; Young, 
Shinka, & Haley, 2001). For example, in terms of reliability: test – retest reliability over 
six years (0.68 – 0.83); internal consistency (0.64 – 0.85); and, Cronbach Alpha (0.76 – 
0.93) (Costa & McCrae, 1988). It should be noted that of the five dimensions, the 
existence and/or the definition of Openness to experience has been questioned. In terms 
of existence, researchers have argued that Openness occurs mainly in Western 
individualistic cultures when researchers use well educated college students as subjects. 
Further, it is only found in other cultures when an ETIC-imposed research strategy is 
used (Berry, 1989). In terms of definition, McCrae (1996) criticized Goldberg’s (1992) 
conception of Openness as too narrow. Goldberg (1992) had emphasized intellectual 
and creative aspects, while McCrae (1996) used in his definition a much broader 
conceptualization including adventurous, curious, imaginative and well educated.  
This could also apply to tourism. Theoretically, the Big Five personality 
dimensions could be applied in tourism settings. However, extensive literature searches 
have failed to find any application of the Big Five personality traits to tourism. Part of 
the current research will be an attempt to evaluate the relationship of the Allocentric 
tourism concept with the relevant dimensions of the Big Five personality construct. For 
instance, does the Allocentric tourist trait with its sociable, venturesome, risk taking 
characteristics reflect a more general Extraversion personality profile, or does the 
Allocentric trait with its intellectually curious and novelty seeking characteristics have a 
higher correlation with the Big Five Openness to Experiences dimension? 
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Age 
In terms of age differences across the adult life span, Pervin and John (2001) 
report small but significant age effects. As adults age, they score lower on Openness to 
experience, Extraversion and Neuroticism and achieve higher test scores on 
Conscientiousness and Agreeableness (Costa & McCrae, 1994; Pervin & John, 2001). 
In explaining these findings, Costa and McCrae (1994) indicated that young adults: are 
more open to experiences and experimentation; are less conscientious and responsible; 
have more friends and engage in more social activities, are more critical and demanding 
of others; and, have more anxieties and concerns compared to older adults). 
Interestingly, while the average levels of each trait systematically varies across age, the 
rank ordering of individuals in the sample does not (Block & Robins, 1993; Caspi, 
2000; Conley, 1985; McCrae & Costa, 1997). These age trends are similar for men and 
women and have been noted across cultures (McCrae, Costa, Ostendorf, Angleitner, 
Hrebickova, et al., 2000). Pervin and John (2001) indicated that the similar trends in 
both genders and across cultures was a strong indication for biological influences on life 
span personality development.  
Gender 
While Cloninger’s (1996) review of trait personality literature reports minor 
gender differences, other researchers have indicated that any gender differences are hard 
to find, difficult to replicate, and often disappear when the influence of other variables 
(e.g., education and socio-ecomonic status) is controlled (Campbell, 1992; Stewart & 
Lykes, 1985). Two further aspects of gender and personality have been explored: 
stability and heritability. In terms of stability, while Ardelt (2000) indicated women’s 
life course was more diverse and less normative (in terms of work, marriage, family), 
other researchers have found no gender differences in terms of personality stability over 
the adult life span (Helson & Picano, 1990; Helson & Truss, 1985). There are also no 
gender differences in terms of heritability of personality traits (Loehlin et al., 1998). 
Culture 
One of the major research thrusts has been to determine whether the Big Five 
personality traits are universal. Cross-cultural research in this area has exploded in the 
1990s and the first half of first decade of the 21st Century. The principal question 
revolved around whether the same basic trait dimensions appear in many different 
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(language) cultures. Hofstee et al. (1997) identified 126 words that had direct 
(equivalence) when translated across three Latin based languages. Summarizing all 
cross cultural research using European languages, there has been considerable 
congruence of all five dimensions (Hofstee et al., 1997; Caprana & Perugina, 1994; De 
Raad et al., 1998. In terms of cross cultural applications (that have used the Imposed 
ETIC approach) (Berry, 1989; Pike, 1967; Smith & Bond, 1993), most researchers have 
concluded that the Big Five personality traits are universal (Angleitner et al., 1990; 
Block, 1995; De Raad et al., 1998; Digman & Shmelyov, 1996; Hofstee et al., 1997; 
John, 1989; 1990; McCrae & Costa, 1997; McCrae & John, 1992; McCrae, Costa, del 
Pilar, Roland, & Parker, 1998; McCrae et al.,2000; Pervin & John, 2001; Triandis & 
Suh, 2002; White, 1980). Cross cultural confirmation of the Big Five personality 
dimensions arises from research in the following countries: A’ara (Solomon Islands); 
Canada; China/Hong Kong; Czech Republic; Germany; Hungary; India; Israel; Italy; 
Japan; Netherlands; Norway; Philippines; Poland; Russian Federation; United 
Kingdom; and, United States of America. Triandis and Suh (2002) in their review of 
culture and personality indicated that while the Big Five personality traits existed in all 
cultures, they were less influential and accounted for less variance in collectivist 
cultures. That is, people in collectivist cultures perceive the environment as more or less 
fixed (stable norms, obligations, duties) and themselves as malleable and adaptable. 
Hence, the importance of the individual’s behaviour being consistent with personality 
traits was less important than maintaining social harmony. In contrast, people in 
individualist cultures perceive themselves as stable, having free will and being 
independent of the environment. It is the environment that is variable. Hence, people 
from these cultures perceive consistent personality traits as important and are therefore 
more likely to be influenced by them. If this cultural analysis is correct, then the ability 
to predict tourist destination choice from personality traits will depend on the cultural 
background of the tourist.  
In support of universal personality traits, Triandis and Suh (2002) cite five 
sources of evidence: the same personality structure emerges in diverse cultures; diverse 
methodologies across cultures identify the same five dimensions; traits show the same 
pattern of life span development change across cultures; traits have a significant 
biological basis and universal survival value; and, acculturation effects are predictable 
across cultures. Cloninger (1996), however, has criticized many cross-cultural studies 
on personality trait research for using a pseudo-ETIC approach (i.e., by using straight 
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translations with no control for meaning). When cross cultural personality research uses 
an EMIC approach (and include indigenous personality descriptors) four dimensions 
(Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Neuroticism) still emerge but 
Openness is often replaced with a unique culture specific trait (Caprara & Perugini, 
1994; De Raad et al., Hofstee et al., 1997; Pervin & John, 2001; Realo, Allik, Vadi, 
1997; Triandis & Suh, 2002). For example, in China/Hong Kong, a totally unrelated 
factor emerges (which has been labelled “Chinese Tradition Factor”) (Cheung, Leung, 
Fan, Song, Zhang, & Zhang, 1996; Cheung & Leung, 1998; Bond, 2000).  
The Openness to experience dimension appears to be more problematical when 
the results of De Raad et al.’s (1998) EMIC based lexical analysis is considered. The 
different cultural meanings given to this dimension are highlighted in Appendix H. 
Education and socio-economic factors 
Finally, in many cultures, the level of education is correlated with occupation 
type and socio-economic class. Little research has been completed on the relationship 
between these variables and the Big Five personality dimensions. However, the few 
studies have indicated relationships between specific OCEAN dimensions and 
vocational career choice, managerial/sales success, job satisfaction, the presence of 
burn-out and stress, physical health and longevity, and, psychological health and 
successful therapy (for reviews, see Cloninger, 1996; Pervin & John, 2001). 
Evaluation of applying the generic trait approach to tourism 
Briggs (1989) summarized the major advantages of the Big Five trait approach. 
He indicated that the approach: provides a broad framework to develop other (more 
specific) personality inventories; combines all previous trait research into a conceptual 
whole and locates many constructs within one approach; although limited, allows 
development of specific hypotheses to test the predictive validity of these five generic 
personality traits; and, suggests physiological research studies to discover underlying 
mechanisms associated with these five trait dimensions. However, the major advantage 
(broad framework) also highlights its major disadvantage, low fidelity (or specificity or 
detail) (Briggs, 1989; Fujita, 1996; John, 1989). In essence, the Big Five personality 
dimensions have universal generality but lack detailed characteristics that could be 
applied to specific settings such as tourism destination choices (Funder, 2001). This 
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large band with, low fidelity means that there will be poor predictive validity for 
specific hypotheses (the continual problem with trait theories) or small expected 
correlations when relating this generic theory to actual behaviours (Ahadi & Diener, 
1990; Fujita, 1996). It is in response to this lack of specificity that (tourism) researchers 
must attempt to develop their own (industry) specific personality inventories (see also 
Funder, 2001).  
The other major disadvantage of the Big Five personality approach is that the 
final outcome is perceived as a descriptive taxonomy rather than a structure of 
personality with an underlying physiological process (Fujita, 2001). In fact, Briggs 
(1989) extends this criticism and notes that structure of language is not the same as 
structure of personality. The Big Five approach is essential a summary description of 
lexicons and there is no evidence that this reflects a neuro-physiological structure of 
human tendencies. This lexical descriptive taxonomy: leads to circular/tautological 
explanations; has limited ability to identify causation; and, by focusing on refining its 
taxonomy, the approach has failed to understand the interactive process of personality 
traits, physiological mechanisms and the environment (Cloninger, 1996; Funder, 1983, 
2001; Kenrick & Funder, 1988; Mischel, 1984). 
While researchers (Briggs, 1989; Funder, 2001; Pervin & Johns, 2001) now 
assume the person-situation debate is almost over, the emphasis is now on making each 
of the following three elements more specific: the personality trait; the situation; and, 
the behaviour. Hence, future tourism personality research should: increase personality 
trait specificity (develop tourism specific scales); describe all possible environmental 
constraints that influence tourist decision making; and, aggregate measures of behaviour 
to increase reliability (Briggs, 1989; Funder, 2001). These factors have been taken into 
consideration in the remaining six studies reported in this thesis. 
Future directions for tourism personality research 
Briggs (1989) advocates test development from the Bottom – up approach, 
whereby primary variables/items are combined into small, specific constructs that are 
systematically combined until there is a conceptual whole. In this thesis, the studies 
described in Chapter 2 commenced this research by collecting a large array of 
personality descriptive elements and using qualitative and quantitative research to create 
a new tourism personality concept: Allocentricism. The next step in this research 
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process was to develop (using correlation and factor analysis) a new tourism specific 
inventory. This involved taking the essential elements of Allocentricism and creating 
items (content validity) that measure this tourism personality dimension. This next 
series of studies (reported in the current chapter) aimed to develop a new tourism 
specific personality inventory and evaluate its reliability and validity. As part of the test 
validation of this new inventory, empirical comparisons with related Big Five 
dimensions (Openness to experience and Extraversion) were completed. 
Methodological considerations when developing a new personality inventory 
An online search for published personality tests with satisfactory psychometric 
properties resulted in a list of 181 tests (see Buros, 2006). None of these tests were 
directly applied to the area of assessment of tourism personality. A literature search of 
tourism research for studies where standardized, published personality tests were used 
assess tourists’ personality found five studies (Frew & Shaw, 1999; Galloway & Lopez, 
1999; Gilchrist et al., 1995; Griffith & Albanese, 1996; Pizam et al., 2004). While Frew 
and Shaw (1999) attempted to use Holland Vocation Preference Inventory to identify 
tourist types, other researchers used various sensation-seeking scales to relate this trait 
to tourist decision making. For instance, Pizam et al. (2004) used both Zuckerman’s 
Sensation Seeking Scale and Jackson et al.’s revised Personality Inventory (risk-taking) 
to determine the relationship between personality and tourist behaviour in young adults 
from 11 different countries. While Pizam et al. (2004) referred to Plog’s (1974) 
Allocentricism in their discussion, Griffith and Albanese (1996) attempted to validate 
Plog’s (1974) Allocentric concept by correlating Allocentricism scores with scores on 
powerlessness, sensation seeking, and generalized anxieties.  
The only industry-specific tourism personality assessment inventory has been 
developed in the early 1970s by Stanley Plog (Plog, 1972). However, this inventory has 
not been published, there is no reported reliability or validity data, the test has been 
commercially restricted and, therefore, has had limited use (see previous review). Thus 
there is a real need to publish a reliable and valid industry-specific tourist personality 
inventory to allow a body of research to develop that will provide useful information for 
both academia and industry. The research published in this chapter developed and 
evaluated a tourism-industry personality inventory (primarily based on the findings of 
previously published tourism typology research). 
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When considering the development of a new personality inventory a number of 
factors need to be addressed. These are: format; test relevance; content relevance; 
criterion keying; factor analysis; and, theoretical base (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997). The 
vast majority of trait personality inventories use the self-report method to obtain data 
from people (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997). This includes the main trait personality 
measures: the Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI: Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975); the 
Sixteen Personality Factor (Sixteen PF: Cattell, 1949); and, the NEO-PI-R (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992). 
The next step in test construction is to ensure the development of content valid 
items. In the studies reported in Chapter 2, an integrated qualitative and quantitative 
analyses generated a list of descriptors for both Allocentric and Psychocentric tourist 
personality types. This list formed the basis for the content of the test items of the new 
personality inventory. The principle advantage of this strategy is its simplicity and 
directness. That is, each of the psychographic descriptors for Allocentrics and 
Psychocentrics were directly related to at least one item on the new trait personality 
inventory. The main disadvantage of this approach is the transparency of the method. 
That is, the item content directly reflects the emerging characteristics of Allocentricism 
and Psychocentricism and therefore allows for the possibility of conscious manipulation 
of the responses, This may lead to either a personal bias (‘I am not like this’) or a social 
desirability bias (‘My society prefers people to be this way’). That is, while 
Psychocentrics spend most time resting and relaxing in luxury resorts, they may feel 
that others members of their society think ideal tourism experiences should be active, 
stimulating and social. If this is so, they may answer the items as they think they should 
and not as an indication of their true behaviour. 
The next step in the development of items is criterion keying (Anastasi & 
Urbani, 1997). In this step, items that are responded to in an unfavourable direction at a 
rate higher than a pre-assigned level (e.g., 25% or more) are rejected from the sample 
item pool. That is, the negative responses indicate that the attribute measured by this 
item is not perceived as an important characteristic in the tourist population. While 
content related procedures identify relevant content, empirical criterion keying identifies 
how important this trait is to the overall personality concept. For example, if previous 
research indicated that pre-booking accommodation was a characteristic of 
Psychocentric tourists, it should not be included in the inventory if the vast majority 
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Psychocentric respondents did not think it was important to them. This step in test 
construction allows relevant and important/central items to be identified within the total 
pool of items. With this revised list of items, the first version of the inventory can be 
constructed and response data can be collected from an appropriate sample of the total 
tourist population. The subsequent step in test construction involves the application of 
statistical procedures (principally, factor analysis). The research in Study 5 will 
implement these procedures and will be following the tradition pioneered by personality 
researchers Allport (Allport & Odbert, 1936); Cattell (Cattell, 1979); Eysenck (Eysenck 
& Eysenck, 1975) and McCrae and Costa (Costa & McCrae, 1992). This tradition 
involved a lexical analysis to identify key terms, content relevance to create a pool of 
items, and a factor analysis to systematically classify items into personality traits.  
This research aimed to determine one tourism specific personality trait that can 
be directly associated with tourist-related behaviours. As part of the test validation 
procedures, the new tourism inventory was compared to the relevant dimensions of the 
general personality tests. It was important to note four points. The final scale only 
described a trait dimension and has little or no explanatory power. The items were 
highly correlated to each other and provided a numerical measure of an Allocentric 
personality (high scale score equals Allocentric type and low scale score equals 
Psychocentric type). This inventory was used to determine tourist personality and 
predict tourist related behaviours. Finally, there was always an element of subjectivity 
in finalizing the items and naming the resultant scale. In summary, the factor analysis 
contributed to the construct definition of the Allocentric trait by determining what is 
included and excluded from the final inventory, and facilitated the investigation of 
external validity. The final step in test development attempted to link the new 
personality construct with previous theoretical considerations in the tourism literature. 
In terms of the Allocentric – Psychocentric dimension, this included the works of Cohen 
(1972, 1979), Pearce (1982), Yiannikis and Gibson (1992), Mo et al. (1994), Plog 
(1974, 2002), Nickerson and Ellis (1991), Griffith and Albanese (1996), and Pizam et 
al. (2004). 
Summary of the initial development of a tourist personality inventory 
To develop a valid (and therefore, reliable) test, psychometricians indicate that 
certain procedures need to be built in and employed sequentially at different stages of 
test construction (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997). Further, Anastasi and Urbani (1997) 
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indicated that there are four phases associated with the validation process: construct 
definition; item preparation; empirical item analysis; and, external validation.  
Test development of the tourist personality inventory began with the formulation 
of detailed trait or construct definition (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997). Studies in Chapter 2 
explored the history of tourist typologies (see Cohen, 1972, 1979; Pearce, 1982; 
Yiannikis & Gibson, 1992; Mo et al., 1994; Plog, 1972; Nickerson & Ellis, 1992) and 
concluded that there were three dominant themes that need to be considered when 
developing a theory of tourist personality. These themes were: the quest for novelty; 
reliance on the tourism industry; and desire to meet new hosts. The next step in the test 
development was to collect a wide range of descriptions associated with tourist types 
and complete a systematic analysis of this material. This involved (see Chapter 2) the 
collection of 76 research studies (sociological, psychological, and business) that 
attempted to describe tourist types. A qualitative analysis was completed on the 349 
tourist types and it was concluded that tourist types could be described within four 
parameters: demographics/psychographics (who); tourist behaviours (does what); 
psychosocial variables including co-travellers and hosts (with whom); and, destination 
characteristics (where). This qualitative finding was confirmed by a lexical analysis that 
found that most of the 100 most frequent (and thus important) descriptors of tourist 
personality types could be classified within these parameters. The final analysis in 
Chapter 2 involved classification of tourist types into “Allocentric” and “Psychocentric” 
categories. For both Allocentric and Psychocentric tourist types, a separate qualitative 
analysis was completed. The study summarized the commonalitites of the 
psychographic descriptions of these two types of tourist. Allocentrics were described as: 
intellectually curious; novel seeking; sociable; venturesome; risk – taking; 
individualistic; and, have an active enthusiasm for tourism experiences. A description of 
Psychocentrics was nearly dimensionally opposite and included: intellectually 
restricted; conservative; prefers the familiar; high need for structure; anxious and safety 
conscious; absence of foreign; motivation to escape and relax; low enthusiasm for 
activity, an external locus of control; and, self-indulgent and hedonistic.  
The primary aim of the studies in this chapter was to take the Allocentric and 
Psychocentric descriptors generated in Chapter 2 and develop a reliable and valid tourist 
personality inventory. The descriptors constituted the content of the new inventory. The 
remaining studies in this chapter reported on the empirical item analysis, reliability and 
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validity of the new inventory. The fourth chapter of the thesis attempted to evaluate the 
external validity of the new inventory.  
Ensuring test reliability 
Reliability refers to the extent test scores are stable, consistent and dependable. 
Test scores should remain constant when tests are administered on different occasions 
and using different but equivalent measures (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997; Cloninger, 1996; 
Pervin & John, 2001). The ultimate aim of tests of reliability is to ensure that other 
(independent) researchers can reproduce/replicate the original scores (Anastasi & 
Urbani, 1997; Pervin & John, 2001). Note, any change in the score of the inventory that 
attempts to measure a stable personality construct would then be due to measurement 
error. Reliability test scores represent this measurement error and a test is considered 
acceptable in terms of reliability if this score is equal to or above 0.80 (Anastasi & 
Urbani, 1997).  
There are three major measures of test reliability: test – retest (stable across 
items over time); alternate (parallel) form or spilt half (stable across items); and, internal 
(stable across items) (Cloninger, 1996). Test – retest reliability involves a group of 
respondents completing the same test on a second occasion (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997; 
Cloninger, 1996). If the personality test is stable, then both test scores should be 
consistent with each other. Any variation would be due to the testing situation (Anastasi 
& Urbani, 1997). Two major problems with test – retest are time between tests (too 
short and respondents may recall items and too long the individual’s personality may 
change) and test reactivity (being aware of the contents of first test alters perceptions 
and responses when repeating the test) (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997; Cloninger, 1996). The 
second way reliability can be measured is by alternate forms or spilt half reliability. 
Alternate forms requires the researcher to construct a second equivalent test and then 
evaluating reliability by giving this alternate test to the same sample of respondents 
(Anastasi & Urbani, 1997; Cloninger, 1996). It should be noted that practice effects and 
test reactivity are still problems with alternate form reliability. In split-half reliability, 
the test is administered once and then half the items (for example, odd numbered) are 
statistically correlated with the other half (for example, all the even numbered items) 
with the expectation that there will be a high correlation (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997; 
Cloninger, 1996). The major concern with this test of reliability is that the items need to 
be homogeneous for one trait and the reliability measure is for only half the test.  
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The third measure, internal reliability (or inter-item consistency), is the most 
reported reliability score. This reliability statistic determines the consistency of 
responses of all items on the test. There are two measures of internal consistency: 
Kuder-Richardson and Cronbach Alpha. The Kuder-Richardson score (used with 
nominal scales) provides a mean of all possible split half co-efficients. The Cronbach 
Co-efficient Alpha (used with ratio scales) provides an overall mean and a mean for 
each item correlated with the total score. The Cronbach Alpha measure (and to a lesser 
extent, the Kuder-Richardson score) provides content sampling and an evaluation of 
homogeneity of the construct. Any marked decrease in one of the correlations will be 
due to items whose content may differ in some aspect from other items and the total 
construct. When this happens, the construct is not homogeneous. Statistical packages 
(e.g., Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 13, 2005) provide 
recommendations to delete items whose correlations fall significantly below the mean 
correlation score. Deleting such items increases the homogeneity and the overall 
reliability of the scale. 
In the study reported in this Chapter, both split half and internal consistency 
(using Cronbach Alpha) were used to evaluate the reliability of the tourist personality 
inventory. Poor items (low correlations of individual items with the overall mean of all 
items) were identified by none were deleted. The construct was assumed to be 
homogeneous (Cloninger, 1996; SPSS version 13, 2005).  
Determining validity 
The validity of a test refers to the extent to which a test measures what it is 
supposed to measure (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997; Cloninger, 1996; Pervin & John, 2001). 
That is, validity is concerned with what the test measures and how well it achieves this 
goal. Unfortunately, surveying the respondents who take the test is problematical. Test-
takers of personality inventories, when given false feedback on their personality test 
scores, continue to agree with test results (called the P T Barnun effect – Dickson & 
Kelly, 1985; Furnham & Scholfield, 1987) and therefore participants cannot be used to 
evaluate validity (Cloninger, 1996). All validation procedures compare test performance 
with some independent, empirical, objective (behavioural) characteristic of the person 
(Anastasi & Urbani, 1997). Thus, validation of the new tourist personality inventory can 
occur if tourists who score high on Allocentricism also engage in tourist behaviours that 
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are considered Allocentric (e.g., are novel, involve free independent travel and occur in 
foreign destinations). 
There are four basic types of validity: face; content; criterion; and, construct 
(Anastasi & Urbani, 1997; Cloninger, 1996; Pervin & John, 2001). Note, construct 
validity incorporates all other forms of validity (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997). A test is said 
to have face validity if it appears superficially (or on the face of it) to measure what it is 
supposed to measure. For instance, if someone is interested in matching their 
personality to tourist destination choice, then a test will have face validity if the test 
taker perceives the inventory as measuring aspects of tourist personality. The notion 
underlying the development of a (tourism industry) personality inventory is to ensure 
face validity. That is, instead of asking general life personality questions, the items of 
the inventory should all specifically relate to tourists, travel, tourist activities and tourist 
destination choice. Content validity involves the systematic examination of test item 
content (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997). Content validity ascertains whether the test 
adequately covers all major aspects of the concept (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997). Content 
validity is built into the test from the start. Thus, in this test development, the 
behavioural domain was fully described in advance (see Chapter 2). Then, on the basis 
of the descriptors of Allocentric and Psychocentric tourist personalities, test items were 
created. The final test, therefore, had items that adequately cover all purported aspects 
of the construct. Note, establishing content validity requires a demonstration that the 
test covers the relevant content areas and correctly emphasizes the relative importance 
of each concept (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997). Criterion validity indicates the effectiveness 
of the new personality inventory in predicting an individual’s performance in specified 
activities (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997; Cloninger, 1996). Criterion measures against which 
the test will be validated, should be collected at (around) the same time. There are two 
forms of criterion validity: concurrent and predictive. Concurrent validity is generally 
collected at the same time and may involve a statistical comparison with a comparative 
test. In this research, a comparison with the relevant Big Five dimensions determined 
the relationship between Allocentricism and Openness and Extraversion. Predictive 
validity involved evaluating the test’s ability to predict many aspects of the person’s 
behaviours. In this chapter, tourist personality profiles were evaluated in terms of the 
test’s ability to predict tourist behaviours, choice of travel companions and destination 
choice. This involved the method of contrasting groups (both self-selected and 
experimentally determined) (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997). The final measure of validity 
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(construct validity) involves the gradual accumulation of information from diverse 
sources that allows the researcher to determine the extent to which the test measures a 
theoretical construct or trait (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997; Cloninger, 1996; Ozer, 1989). In 
this research, information about construct validity was gathered from the results of the 
studies in Chapter 2 (qualitative and quantitative studies) and the concurrent and 
predictive validity research in this Chapter (Chapter 3 – and in Chapter 4). That is, the 
triangulation of the results arising from different methods and the pattern of significant 
(and non-significant) findings (Anastasi & Urbani, 1997; Cloninger, 1996; Pervin & 
John, 2001) allowed clarification of the Allocentric personality construct (see Chapter 5 
for summary).  
In conclusion, this Chapter built upon the research reported in Chapter 2. Using 
the data generated in Chapter 2, the studies in this Chapter developed and evaluated a 
tourism-specific, trait personality inventory. Integral to this test development was test 
evaluation. 
Study 5 Development and evaluation (reliability) of a tourism personality inventory 
Introduction 
A major research area in Psychology has been personality (Lefton, 1997). The 
traditional cornerstone of personality research has been the development and validation 
of personality assessment. Applied researchers use such psychological assessments to 
predict future behaviour. Surprisingly, few studies in tourism have focussed on 
personality (see Chapter 1). There have been very few tourism studies using personality 
tests and Plog (1972) has been the only researcher who has developed a tourism-specific 
personality inventory. There are many potential uses of personality research in the area 
of tourism (Ross, 1994). These include: marketing in terms of advertising and 
promotion; product positioning which focuses on needs for certain products; master 
planning at national, state or local level; specific destination development of new resorts 
and attractions (with provision for services at an appropriate level); and, packaging of 
tourism products - again to the appropriate levels of individual tourist needs. Thus, 
while personality is one of the best known and potentially the most useful psychological 
concepts in tourism, it has been largely ignored. Therefore, its utility in helping tourism 
professionals has been rightly questioned (Ross, 1994). 
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While there are at least 50 definitions of personality and nine fundamental 
personality theories or approaches (Lefton, 1997), applied researchers in tourism require 
a definition which relates to real behaviour and a personality theory which has been (or 
could be) adapted to the area of tourism (Ross, 1994). With the tourism industry 
focusing on “normal” behaviour and largely embracing the survey method of applied 
social research (eg, marketing surveys and consumer satisfaction surveys), the 
psychographic or trait/type approach to personality best suits this research area. As 
noted from the archival analysis generated in Chapter 2, a review of tourism literature 
on psychographics determined many published studies that report sets of diverse tourist 
typologies. 
The few tourism studies involving personality research have tended to use 
standardised psychological instruments to determine relationships between generic 
personality variables and tourism - consumer behaviour (Ross, 1994). Recent studies 
include Gilchrist et al. (1995), Frew and Shaw (1997) and Pizam et al. (2004). Gilchrist 
et al (1995) used the Zuckerman’s Sensation Seeking Scale to study the characteristics 
of people choosing “adventure holidays” and found that adventure travellers scored 
higher on sensation seeking than control groups. However, in evaluating the test for 
tourism research, Gilchrist et al (1995) indicated the scale needs updating in terms of 
language use and it should include tourist-specific activities. Frew and Shaw (1997) 
used Holland’s revised theory of personality types to explain Australian University 
Business Studies students’ career choices and tourist behaviours. While there was a 
relatively strong relationship between personality type and career choice (what 
Holland’s test was designed for), there were only weak associations between personality 
type and tourist behaviour. That is, there was little or no relationship between Holland’s 
personality type and actual tourist site visitation, interest in visiting particular sites or 
the intention to visit that site in the future.  
Finally, Pizam et al (2004) combined two personality scales to distinguish 
tourists who scored high on risk-taking and sensation-seeking and tourists who scored 
low on both scales. Compared to low scoring tourists, tourists who had high risk-taking 
and sensation seeking were energetic, active, spontaneous, travelled mostly with friends 
on an organized trip or with a friend on a self-organized trip, and were more likely to 
use the internet and purchase directly from the producer. Pizam et al. (2004) concluded 
that these traits and behaviours paralleled Plog’s research (which reported a tourism-
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specific personality inventory. Overall, most personality research in tourism has failed 
to accurately predict tourist behaviour. This has led one researcher (Plog, 1972) to 
develop a tourism-specific scale. Plog (1987) argued the real impetus to develop valid 
measures of tourism personality comes from the field of psychology. In 1972, Plog 
developed a type/trait personality theory of tourism. The theory explained tourist 
behaviour using two personality types: Allocentricism and Psychocentricism (see 
Chapter 2).  
This study reported on the development of a scale that measured a tourism-
specific personality dimension. The items will measured specific tourist behaviours and 
contextualized these studies within pre-trip activities, psychosocial contexts of travel, or 
destination characteristics. The study utilized correlations, reliability analysis, and factor 
analysis to construct a scale that distinguishes Allocentric tourists from Psychocentric 
individuals. 
Method 
Material 
The development of psychographic items followed these guidelines that were 
provided by Cattell (2001). These include:  
a) ensure items are highly related to one scale;  
b) make items short, simple and unambiguous;  
c) ensure items are easily translatable into other languages; 
d) avoid content that leads to gender, race or disability bias;  
e) avoid material considered offensive, invasive or otherwise unacceptable; 
and,  
f) avoid social desirability items.  
Finally, each item should be framed to  
a) have an average of the mid-point of the Likert scale (that is, three on a 
five-point scale) 
b) have an above average standard deviation 
c) have scores distributed across the whole range of the Likert scale (that is, 
responses from one to five) 
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To ensure content validity, items should address the major defining 
characteristics of Allocentrics and Psychocentrics. Table 5.1 illustrated how each of the 
characteristics of Allocentrics and Psychocentrics were linked to items of the survey. 
Thus, the psychographic items have face validity (items cover tourist related material) 
and content validity (each characteristic has a matching item).  
Table 5.1 Content validity – relating qualitative psychographic variables to items on the 
tourist personality inventory 
Qual. personality descriptors Item # and abbreviated description 
Allocentric  
Intellectually curious #7. seek out destinations before others have been there 
Novelty seeking #6. seek out novel and different destinations 
Sociable #14. enjoy meeting and dealing with people from another 
country or culture 
Venturesome #2. adventuresome 
#13. accept basic amenities 
Risk-taking #11.prefer non-touristy areas 
Individualistic #3. like to explore alone 
Active enthusiasm #9. highly active 
  
Psychocentric  
Intellectually restricted #10. prefer similar amenities to home 
Conservative #5. drive rather than fly 
Preference for familiar #8. prefer familiar tourist destinations 
High need for structure #1. prefer tourist package vacations 
Anxious, safety concerns #5. see above 
Absence of foreign #12. prefer non-foreign atmosphere 
Motivation to escape, relax #4. enjoy sun, surf and sand 
Low enthusiasm for activity #9. see above (score negative) 
External locus of control #15. all arrangements made for you 
Self-indulgent/hedonistic #4. see above 
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Material - questionnaire  
The questionnaire comprised two parts: 
Part A Psychographic 
The 15 items developed for the inventory were randomly distributed 
(Allocentric and Psychocentric items were inter-mixed) and worded so that 
Psychocentric items were the opposite (and therefore added negatively). They were then 
placed alongside a five point Likert scale (from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 3 = “neutral, 
not sure” to 5 = “strongly agree”).  
Part B Personal data 
This section covered individual differences and included: gender; age (years); 
education (final level achieved secondary or tertiary); employment (“full time” versus 
“other”); and, ethnicity (“country of birth”, “if not Australia, which country?”). 
Respondents 
The data for this study were obtained using the limited "snowball" technique 
(Pearce & Caltabiano, 1983; Jackson et al., 1996). Students from tourism programmes 
were asked to survey up to 10 individuals who were not currently in the tourism 
programme. The guidelines provided for subject selection included surveying both 
genders and at least one young, one middle age, and one older person. A total of 317 
usable surveys were available for the following data analysis. The sample comprised 
41% males; an average age of 29.89 years (age range from 18 - 78 years); 55.6% 
tertiary educated, approximately two-thirds in full-time employment, and 77% of the 
respondents were born in Australia. Comparing the sample with the Australian 
population (ABS, 2005), there were more females; the sample was younger, better 
educated and more likely to be current University students.  
Data Analysis 
In order to examine to determine reliability and validity, the following series of 
seven statistical procedures and analyses were performed: 
1. An inter-correlation item matrix was constructed to allow a visual inspection of the 
relationships between items. With approximately half the items covering the 
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opposite ends of the Allocentric-Psychocentric dimension, predictions were made 
regarding the direction (positive versus negative) of the correlation. That is, 
Allocentric items (e.g., ‘I am adventuresome’) should be positively correlated with 
other Allocentric items (‘I seek novel and different destinations’), but should be 
negatively related with Psychocentric items (‘I prefer similar amenities to those at 
home’).  
2. The mean item score, standard deviation and response range were identified for each 
item. Good discriminatory items had the following characteristics: average mean 
score approximating three; an above average standard deviation, and a range of 
responses at (both) extremes of the Likert scale (i.e., for each item, some responses 
were totally disagree and were totally agree). 
3. Reliability analysis requires the Psychocentric items to be reversed scored. 
4. Two Split-half reliability analyses were completed. Part 1 items were the first eight 
items of the inventory and Part 2 were constituted from the last seven items of the 
inventory. The second spilt-half reliability analysis compared Part 1 Allocentric (8) 
items with Part 2 Psychocentric (7) items. 
5. Internal (or inter-item consistency) reliability analysis was assessed using or 
Cronbach's Alpha. The two key statistics in this reliability analysis were: the column 
titled "Corrected item-Total correlation (reliable items have higher correlation 
scores); and, the last column which indicates an "Alpha score if the item was 
deleted" ("poor" items when removed improve homogeneity of the scale and 
increase the reliability of the inventory – as indicated by an increase in Cronbach’s 
Alpha). 
6. A preliminary factor analysis (using a Principal Components Analysis) was 
completed to determine the structural relationship of the items. Items with high 
component scores were considered more influential in the overall conceptualization 
of this psychographic dimension. The factor analysis was completed using original 
data (that is, not reversed scored) and therefore, negative correlations should be 
present for around half the items 
7. A final analysis is completed on variables associated with the sample’s individual 
differences. This was considered the first step in predictive validity. In Study 4 
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(Chapter 2), a qualitative description of Allocentrics and Psychocentrics was 
gleaned from a sub-set of the 349 tourist typologies. A final analysis at that stage 
provided a set of preliminary predictions regarding individual differences, travel 
behaviours, psychosocial factors and destination characteristics. This study 
evaluated the relationship between the Allocentric tourist personality dimension and 
the individual differences: gender, age, education, employment, culture/ethnicity. 
The following table outlines the individual difference, the preliminary prediction 
and the test of significance used to evaluate the prediction. 
Table 5.2 Summary table of predictions associated with individual differences between 
Allocentrics and Psychocentrics 
Individual difference Prediction Test of significance 
Gender No gender differences Independent samples t-test 
Age No age relationship Pearson correlation 
Education level Educ.  Allocentric  Independent samples t-test 
Employment status Employ  Allocentric  Independent samples t-test 
Culture/ethnicity No ethnic differences Independent samples t-test 
 
Results and discussion 
1. A correlation matrix was computed to determine which items on the inventory 
correlated with each other and to determine visually which items are inter-linked. 
The results of the inter-correlation matrix are displayed in Table 5.3 and 
summarized in Table 5.4. The results indicate that 63.8% of possible correlations 
were statistically significant. This strongly supports the qualitative analysis (Study 
2), the lexical analysis (Study 3), and the qualitative summary descriptions of 
Allocentric and Psychocentric tourists (Study 4). Given the large number of inter-
correlations between the separate items also supported the theoretical underpinnings 
associated with the development of a tourism specific personality inventory. A 
further endorsement was that 81.3% (or 109 out of 134 significant correlations) 
were in the predicted direction. That Allocentric items positively correlated with 
other Allocentric items and negatively correlated with Psychocentric items. The 
same held true for Psychocentric items. This supports the notion that Allocentricism 
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and Psychocentricism are the opposite ends of the same psychographic continuum. 
A visual examination of the inter-correlation matrix indicated that the problematical 
items were item #4 “enjoy sun, surf and sand” and item #5 “prefer to drive not fly” 
For item #4 “sun-sand” there were only five (out of a possible 14) significant 
correlations and only two of these were in the predicted direction. In a visual 
analysis of this item, “enjoying sun, surf and sand” seemed not be have been 
conceptualized as a non-active trait of Psychocentricism. The “sun-sand” 
(Psychocentric) concept was correlated with Psychocentric concept “prefer similar 
amenities to those at home” but also to the Allocentric concepts of “being 
adventurous”, “like to explore alone”, prefer to fly not drive” and “being active”. 
This may be explained in that the iconic beach holiday “with sun, surf and sand” is 
in Queensland (1500 kilometres from Melbourne, the permanent location of the 
selected sample). Thus, “sun, surf and sand” may be associated with flying (2 hour 
access) to an interstate locale (same amenities) but to be active, adventuresome and 
explore new facilities such as the Gold Coast’s theme parks (Sea World, Dream 
World, Wet ‘n Wild, Movie World), surf beaches and night life. In attempting to 
understand item #5 “prefer to drive, not fly”, there were only eight (out of 14) 
significant correlations with only half of them in the predicted direction. In this 
analysis, the Psychocentric concept (“drive, not fly”) was correlated with other 
Psychocentric concepts (“prefer familiar destinations”, “prefer similar amenities”, 
and “prefer non-foreign atmosphere”). Hence driving in a one nation continent 
ensures familiar destinations, similar amenities and a non-foreign atmosphere. 
However, the Psychocentric concept (drive, not fly) was also associated with some 
Allocentric concepts (“not sun, surf and sand”, “prefer non-touristy destinations”, 
“accept basic amenities”, and “meet people from other cultures”. This was 
conceptualized as an increasing number of tourists drive interstate into the vast 
remote outback (not sun, surf and sand) and end up in non-touristy destinations with 
basic amenities and are exposed to the characters of remote rural settlements and 
members of the tribal/indigenous communities. These two concepts and the 
associated interpretation need to be explored further.
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2. An item analysis was completed to determine the quality of each items in terms of 
item discrimination. Item analysis indicated that all items attracted extreme 
responses (from the strongly disagree to strongly agree) and therefore should be 
good discriminators. The items with means that approximate the ideal (close to the 
theoretical mean of three with an above average standard deviation) are items #3, 
#7, and #15. The poor items include #2, #4, #9, and #14. All these items show an 
Allocentric bias (i.e., the mean scores are significantly skewed toward the 
Allocentric end of the Likert Scale). The respondents in this sample indicated that 
the tourist behaviours as expressed in these items are culturally positive. That is, this 
sample perceived that ideal tourist experiences: were an adventure; was being active 
rather than resting and relaxing; and, was about meeting people from different 
countries and cultures. To be effective discriminant measures of Allocentricism – 
Psychocentricism these items need to be rephrased. 
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3. The third analysis attempts to measure reliability using the split half method: 
a. The Spilt-half reliability analysis indicated reasonable, moderate and acceptable 
reliability with a statistically significant Pearson correlation (rp = .784 p < 0.05, N 
= 317). The 15 item scale was split in first part (8 items) and second part (7 items) 
and thus Allocentric and Psychocentric items were in both halves. 
Table 5.5. Split half reliability (First half versus second half) 
 Mean Variance Standard Deviation # of items 
Part 1 26.13 9.69 3.11 8 
Part 2 23.75 10.74 3.28 7 
Both Parts 50.87 29.29 5.41 15 
Part 1 items: package; adventure; explore; sun-sand; drive; novel; visitb4; familiar. 
Part 2. items: active; similar; nontour; nonforeign; amenities; culture; arrange. 
b. The Spilt-half reliability analysis comparing Allocentric items with Psychocentric 
items indicated reasonable, moderate and acceptable reliability with a statistically 
significant Pearson correlation (rp = -.687 p < 0.05, N = 317). The 15 item scale 
was split with the first part constituting Allocentric items (8 items) and second part 
containing Psychocentric items (7 items). 
Table 5.6. Split half reliability (Allocentric versus Psychocentric) 
 Mean Variance Standard Deviation # of items 
Part 1 Allocentric 27.56 11.26 3.36 8 
Part 2 Psycocentric 23.31 13.33 3.65 7 
Both Parts 50.87 29.289 5.411 15 
Part 1 items: adventure; explore; novel; visitb4; active; nontour; amenities; culture. 
Part 2. items: package; sun-sand; drive; familiar; similar; nonforeign; arrange. 
 
Reliability: Cronbach’s Alpha was completed and the data is summarized in 
Table 5.7. The Alpha reliability score is r = 749 (the test can be considered reliable). 
The best item is #14 (desire to visit and interact with another culture) which had the 
highest Item-Total correlation and would decrease the Alpha to the lowest value if it 
was deleted. The two weakest items were #9 (being highly active) and #4 (enjoy  
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Table 5.7 Cronbach’s Alpha Item-Total statistics 
Items Scale mean if item 
deleted 
Scale variance if 
item deleted 
Corrected item-Total 
correlation 
Alpha  
if item 
deleted 
1. package 46.49 25.21 .301 .739 
2. adventure 46.20 25.74 .315 .737 
3. explore 47.00 25.83 .214 .755 
4. sun-sand 46.42 25.39 .202 .756 
5. drive 46.51 25.01 .307 .737 
6. novel 46.42 25.15 .323 .735 
7. visitb4 45.88 25.97 .283 .753 
8. familiar 46.64 25.00 .354 .730 
9. active 46.36 26.11 .197 .757 
10. similar 46.52 25.92 .310 .737 
11. nontour 46.50 25.07 .318 .736 
12. nonforeign 46.51 25.22 .313 .737 
13. amenities 46.33 25.11 .341 .732 
14. culture 45.82 25.33 .417 .724 
15. arrange 46.83 25.55 .236 .751 
 
sun, sand and surf). Item #9 had the lowest Item-Total correlation and would improve 
Alpha to .757. This item (#9) had a positive Allocentric skew and only just over half the 
other items correlated with this item. The other item that needed to be considered was 
item #4 (enjoying sun, surf and sand). This item had the second lowest Item-Total 
correlation and deletion of this item would significantly increase the reliability of the 
scale. Further, item #4 had an Allocentric bias, has the lowest number of significant 
inter-matrix correlations, and had the fewest significant correlations in the correct 
direction. The sample’s conception of this item was not Psychocentric in terms of rest 
and relax but more associated with adventure, solo exploration, flying into destinations, 
being an active tourist, although preferring to stay in tourist destinations that were 
similar to their home environment. A possible explanation of this possible paradox is 
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sampling bias. While attempting to achieve an Australia population, the sample was 
primary focused on Melbourne and its surrounds. Melburnians live in a cold, wet, 
temperate climate region and view visiting “sun, surf and sand” as a trip to sub-tropical 
Queensland. Thus, in a era of brief vacations (generally no more than one week), people 
from Melbourne are likely to fly to Gold Coast (rather than drive there in 24 hours) and 
while the tourist amenities are similar (still Australian), there are opportunities in the 
limited time to actively explore the area and have tourist type adventures (e.g., visit Sea 
World and Movie World). 
 
4. A preliminary Factor Analysis (using a Principal Components Analysis) was 
completed to determine the relative importance/contribution of each item. The 
final structure of the Allocentric dimension is summarized in Table 5.8. The first 
interesting point to highlight regarding the analysis is that all the Psychocentric 
items are positive and all the Allocentric items are negative. This indicated that 
this sample of tourists perceived tourism (in general) as a Psychocentric experience 
(with Allocentric adventures as the less frequent and important). This may have 
arisen because most tourist experiences are Psychocentric. That is, most trips 
typically involve re-visiting friends and relatives or driving to family favourite 
(within state) tourist destinations in comparison to the less frequent (less than one 
per year) Allocentric travel experiences to somewhere overseas that involves 
adventure, exploration and authentic interactions with culturally different hosts. If 
this summation is correct, then the conception of a tourist experience by Australian 
tourists was based on a realistic analysis and included: re-visiting familiar (non-
foreign) destinations, unlikely to meet and interact with hosts from another country 
or culture, do not perceive tourist experiences as an adventure, and were unlikely 
to seek out the novel aspects within the tourist environment. This is contrary to the 
portrayal of tourism by the tourist industry, although it appears that the majority of 
Australian tourists may prefer to travel further and meet more people, but are faced 
with constraints such as limited money, restricted time and commitment to a 
dependent family. This desire for Allocentric trips is indicated by the Allocentric 
bias in the item analysis and can be assessed by comparing ideal tourist 
experiences with actual tourist experiences. Finally, if this bias preference is 
present, then the ability of an Allocentric test to predict actual tourist behaviour 
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may be problematical. Study 7 in this chapter investigated the ability of an 
Allocentric tourist personality inventory to predict actual tourist destination choice. 
 
Table 5.8. Single component Factor analysis of the 15 items of the Allocentric 
dimension 
Items Factor component 
familiar .663 
culture -.562 
adventure -.520 
nonforeign .502 
novel  -.496 
package .460 
arrange .453 
similar .450 
active .404 
amenities -.344 
explore -.305 
visitb4 .259 
nontouristy -.257 
drive -.243 
sun-sand .156 
 
The first step in the validation process was to determine whether there were 
individual differences in this Allocentric personality dimension. Previous research (see 
Chapter 2) drew a number of conclusions regarding individual differences and 
Allocentricism – Psychocentricism. These predictions were no gender, age and ethnic 
differences, but a positive correlation between education, higher income and 
Allocentricism. The statistical analysis regarding individual differences was reported in 
Table 5.9. The analysis confirmed the results of no gender and no ethnic differences. 
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The null finding associated with gender differences was consistent with previous 
tourism research and mainstream psychological research into generic measures of 
personality. For instance, McCrae et al. (2000) concluded that there were no systematic 
gender differences in scores on the Big Five dimensions (as measured by the NEO-PI-
R). The failure to find ethnic/cultural differences was predicted but the research data 
may not have allowed a fair test of the hypothesis. The sample was dominated by 
Australian born respondents (77%) and the remainder of the sample were placed in the 
comparative group (Overseas born). This group was ethnically diverse (represented by 
20 nations from Asia, Africa, Arabian States, North America, and Europe). A better test 
of possible cultural differences in Allocentricism requires an appropriate cross-cultural 
research methodology (see Study 9).  
Table 5.9. Summary table of individual differences and Allocentric score 
 Mean Allocentric score Test of significance 
Variables N = 317    
Gender  %  
males 
41% 
Males 
47.79 
Females 
48.36 
t = 1.306, 
df = 315, 
not significant 
Age  Mean age 
29.89 years 
Range (18 – 78) 
  rp (317) = -.188 
p < 0.05
 
Education  %  
tertiary 
55.6% 
< tertiary 
46.01 
Tertiary 
47.10 
t = 1.975, 
df = 315, 
p < 0.05 
Employment %  
FT employed 
68.5% 
Other 
47.69 
FT employed 
48.33 
t = 1.380, 
df = 315, 
not significant 
Ethnicity %  
Australian born 
77% 
Australian 
born 
48.15 
Overseas  
born 
47.84 
t = .830, 
df = 315, 
not significant 
 
While the previous literature review and qualitative analysis (Study 3) indicated 
no age effect, the significant correlation for this sample indicated that as age of the 
respondents’ increased, their Allocentric score declined. Research on stability of 
personality traits over the life span indicated that the scores of Openness to new 
experiences, Extraversion and Neuroticism scales all decrease, while Conscientiousness 
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and Agreeableness scale scores increase as respondents get older. This statistically 
significant finding indicated that the characteristics of this Allocentric dimension may 
be associated with the characteristics of either Openness to experience or Extraversion. 
The next study in this chapter attempted to determine if the Allocentric – Psychocentric 
personality trait correlates with Extraversion and/or Openness to new experiences. 
The results of the independent samples t-test indicate a significant education 
effect. That is, tourists who were tertiary educated were statistically more likely to score 
higher on Allocentricism. This significant education effect was predicted by research 
described in the previous chapter. The finding related to the notion that intellectual 
curiosity, risk-taking and novelty seeking were important descriptions of Allocentric 
tourist types and the same three traits were significant discriminators when comparing 
Allocentrics with Psychocentrics. Further exploration into the role of education in travel 
and travel experiences needs to be explored. Importantly, does the lack of higher 
education directly (no desire to travel and explore the unknown) or indirectly (lack of 
education means, on average, less disposable income for travel) influence tourist 
behaviours and destination choice? The final hypothesis predicted that full time 
employed people would more likely represent high scorers on Allocentricism. This 
prediction relied on the notion that full time employment led to higher income and that, 
in turn, predicted higher Allocentricism. Previous research, this thesis and Plog (2004), 
support the income – Allocentric relationship. Unfortunately, the measure of income 
(employed versus unemployed) and the disproportionate number of young female 
university students (well educated, no full time employment) confounded this statistic. 
In summary, this study utilized previous material on the characteristics of 
tourism personality (see Chapter 2) to develop and evaluate new tourism personality 
inventory. The results indicated a highly related, homogeneous cluster of items that 
showed consistent construct relationships with each other. The items showed adequate 
reliability and successfully predicted the relationship between Allocentricism and 
individual differences. The next research step was to determine the association between 
Allocentricism and two (relevant) Big Five personality dimensions: Extraversion and 
Openness. 
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Study 6 Evaluating the concurrent validity of a tourist personality inventory 
The purpose of this study 
Given the continued lack of integrated personality research in tourism, the 
previous study developed a tourism specific trait personality inventory. The 
questionnaire consisted of 15 items that evaluated tourists’ motivation to seek 
knowledge; motivation to understand self through tourism experiences; the degree of 
reliance on tourism industry; the desire to stay with the familiar or to seek out novelty; 
and, the travelers’ preference to do either little (but rest and relax) or be active and seek 
out culturally diverse hosts and new experiences. In this research, a further 30 items 
were drawn from two standard personality inventories. Fifteen items were drawn from 
the Extraversion scale of the Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI) (Eysenck & Eysenck, 
1970) and a further 15 items were selected from the O scale (Openness to new 
experience scale of the NEO-PI-R) (Costa & McCrae, 1992). This research surveyed 
respondents on 45 personality trait items.  
The purpose of this study was to determine if the new homogenous tourist 
personality inventory was positively correlated with either generic personality traits 
(Extraversion and Openness to new experiences). That is, do respondents who score 
high on Allocentricism also score high on Extraversion? Or, do respondents who score 
high on Allocentricism also score high on Openness to new experiences? On face 
validity, Allocentricism and Extraversion have item commonalities in terms of being 
active and social (especially with strangers). Hence, Allocentrics are highly active, 
enjoy sun, surf and sand, like to explore and meets hosts from other cultures. Similarly, 
Extraverts are described as lively people, are the life of parties, go out a lot, talk to 
strangers and will do anything for a dare. The empirical question to be answered in this 
research is the degree of commonality between the two personality trait dimensions. In 
contrast, the commonalities between the personality trait dimensions of Allocentrics and 
Openness are associated with intelligence, curiosity, and experiencing something new 
(see Chapter 2). Hence, Allocentrics like to explore alone, interact in non-familiar 
surroundings, experience a foreign atmosphere, travel by different routes, go to novel 
destinations, and meet hosts from other cultures. Similarly, tourists who score high on 
Openness are not motivated to re-visit the same destination, but like to try foreign 
foods, have a wide range of interests, learn and develop through experience, prefer to 
fly, like solving problems, and like to understand other’s cultural ideas.  
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Trait dimension scores from the completed surveys were compared using 
correlation techniques and then data reduced using Factor Analysis. Correlations are 
simple statistical tools to determine if there is a linear, positive relationship between the 
various trait dimensions. Factor analysis is ideally suited to the task of objectively 
reducing the number of categories necessary to account for a behavioural phenomenon 
(Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). Factor Analysis provides a measure of commonality 
between trait items. If there are certain items that are highly correlated (either positively 
or negatively), then a Factor Analysis will objectively locate all items on the same (trait) 
dimension. If there is a high correlation between two (personality) scales, then it is 
likely that the Factor Analysis solution will have a sizable number of items from both 
scales inter-mixed on each factor. The aim of this study was to utilize correlation and 
factor analysis statistical computations to determine the concurrent validity of the tourist 
personality inventory. 
Method 
Participants 
A convenience sample of 328 students who were enrolled in various 
undergraduate courses at an Australian University volunteered and completed a 45 item 
questionnaire. In general, it is psychometrically acceptable to use undergraduate 
students in the initial development of such instruments. However, all other validation 
studies need to be completed using tourists from relevant populations. Given the aim of 
the study was to collect data for confirmatory Factor Analyses, no systematic 
demographic data was collected or analysed.  
Materials 
The survey constituted 45 brief statements that were answered using a five point 
Likert scale from 1 (= strongly disagree) to 3 (= unsure or neutral) to 5 (= strongly 
agree). The first 15 items measuring Extraversion - Introversion were selected from the 
EPI (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1970). A second sample of 15 items was also selected from 
the NEO-PI-R) (Costa & McCrae, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 1999). Using the same 
format, the 15 Allocentric items that were psychometrically evaluated in the previous 
study were also included in the survey.  
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Data analysis 
1. Correlation. 
All items on the questionnaire were scored on a five point Likert scale. For each 
of the 328 respondents a total scale score was computed for each of the scales: the 
Extroversion-Introversion scale, the Openness to new experiences scale and Allocentric-
Psychocentric scale. To test the relationship between Extraversion and Allocentricism 
and Openness and Allocentricism, a Pearson’s Product Moment correlation matrix was 
completed. 
2. Factor analysis:  
Extroversion and Allocentricism 
The 30 items (all items from the Extraversion and Allocentric scales) for all 328 
respondents were loaded into SPSS programme (version 13) and a principal component 
analysis with varimax rotation was implemented. This was completed to determine the 
factor structure underlying these items. If these personality trait items cluster on 
separate factors, then the traits are from different theoretically constructs. If the items 
are inter-mixed (on each factor) then the factor constructs share commonalities and was 
part of the same construct. 
Openness and Allocentricism 
The 30 items (all items from the Openness and Allocentric scales) for all 328 
respondents were loaded into the SPSS programme (version 13) and a principal 
component analysis with varimax rotation was implemented. The resulting solution was 
used to determine the relationship between the concepts. Again, the degree of overlap of 
items on each factor will determine the degree of commonality between the two 
personality scales. 
Results 
1. Correlation  
The results of the correlation calculation are summarized in Table 6.1. Pearson’s 
Product Moment correlation (rp = .16, p > 0.05) indicated that there was no statistical 
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relationship between extroversion and Allocentricism scores. Thus, it is not the case that 
the more Allocentric someone is the more extroverted that person is. However, a 
Pearson’s Product Moment correlation between Openness and Allocentricism was 
statistically significant (rp = .51, p < 0.05). This means that the tourism-specific 
personality items are measuring substantially the same construct as McCrae and Costa’s 
Openness scale. Consistent with previous research on the Big Five personality traits, 
there was a significant positive correlation between Extraversion and Openness (rp = 
.27, p < 0.05). 
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Table 6.1. Intercorrelation matrix of Allocentric, Extraversion and Openness (N = 328) 
 Allocentric Extraversion Openness 
Allocentric 1   
Extraversion .160 1  
Openness .514* .271* 1 
* statistically significant p < 0.05 
2. Factor analysis  
Extroversion and Allocentricism 
The principal component analysis with varimax rotation (SPSS – version 13) 
generated three factors. Deleting “poor” items from a reasonably long sub-scale will 
have the effect of increasing the Cronbach coefficient alpha (DeVellis, 1991) and thus 
improving the final scale. The criterion used by DeVellis (1991) for such deletions was: 
items whose factor loading score is significantly below the average factor loading score 
of all items on that sub-scale. Thus, all items that have a factor loading less than 0.3 
were deleted from that factor. Twenty-three items remained and accounted for 25.9% of 
the variance.  
Factor 1 total correlations for the remaining 11 items ranged from 0.66 to 0.31. 
Ten of these items came from the Extraversion scale and one (on level of tourist 
activity) came from the Allocentricism scale. For the remaining seven items on Factor 
2, the item total correlations ranged from 0.65 to 0.43. All seven items came from the 
Allocentric scale. The item total correlations for Factor 3 for the remaining five items 
ranged from 0.51 to 0.32. This factor was made up of three Extraversion scale items and 
two Allocentric scale items. Consistent with test development, items were individually 
read in order on each factor and provisional labels for each factor were nominated. 
Table 6.2 provided a summary of the abbreviated items and the factor loadings on each 
of the three provisionally named factors. A further (post hoc) analysis was completed 
whereby the computer was programmed to provide a two-factor solution. Under this 
restriction, Factor 1 was labelled Extraversion (all but one item was from the 
Extraversion scale) and Factor 2 was labeled Allocentric (all items were from the 
Allocentric scale) (see Table 6.3). 
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Table 6.2. Abbreviated items and factor loadings for Extraversion and Allocentric items 
(n = 328) – three factor solution 
 Loadings of factors 
Abbreviated items construct (Q#) 1 2 3 
Factor 1: Active, excitement, people oriented     
lively person Extro (7) 0.66 0.10 - 0.11 
quiet with others* Extro (8) - 0.59 - 0.03 - 0.30 
highly active Allo (23) 0.59 0.06 - 0.16 
let oneself go Extro (6) 0.58 0,16 - 0.21 
life of party Extro (15) 0.56 0.03 - 0.18 
go out a lot Extro (5) 0.54 0.23 - 0.17 
unhappy by oneself Extro (14) 0.50 0.01 - 0.20 
long for excitement Extro (1) 0.48 - 0.10 0.06 
enjoy sand and surf Allo (18) 0.38 0.11 - 0.16 
spontaneous Extro (4) 0.37 - 0.04 - 0.30 
consult book not person* Extro (9) - 0.31 0.11 0.29 
     
Factor 2: Adventurer, explorer     
familiar destinations* Allo (22) - 0.30 - 0.65 0.16 
explore alone Allo (17) - 0.08 0.61 0.02 
non-touristy destination Allo (25) - 0.21 0.60 - 0.11 
novel destination Allo (21) - 0.11 0.59 0.07 
package vacation* Allo (16) - 0.07 - 0.48 - 0.03 
arranged travel* Allo (30) - 0.26 - 0.48 - 0.14 
similar to home* Allo (24) - 0.16 - 0.43 - 0.09 
Factor 3: Relaxed, carefree, non-foreign     
usually carefree Extro (2) - 0.05 0.21 0.51 
meet other culture Allo (29) 0.31 0.11 - 0.51 
anything for dare Extro (3) - 0.16 0.05 0.50 
slow, unhurried Extro (12) 0.03 0.11 0.36 
non-foreign atmosphere Allo (26) 0.08 - 0.04 0.32 
* stated in the alternative form (introverts and psyhocentrics answer in the positive) 
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Table 6.3. Abbreviated items and factor loadings for Extraversion and Allocentric items 
(n = 328) – forced into two factors 
 Loadings of factors 
Abbreviated items construct (Q#) 1 2 
Factor 1: Introversion - extraversion    
lively person Extro (7) 0.68 0.11 
quiet with others* Extro (8) - 0.60 - 0.04 
highly active Allo (23) 0.59 0.06 
let oneself go Extro (6) 0.57 0.16 
life of party Extro (15) 0.55 0.04 
go out a lot Extro (5) 0.53 0.23 
unhappy by oneself Extro (14) 0.51 0.01 
usually carefree Extro (2)  0.51 0.21 
long for excitement Extro (1) 0.49 - 0.10 
spontaneous Extro (4) 0.37 - 0.04 
slow, unhurried* Extro (12) - 0.36 - 0.05 
consult book not person* Extro (9) - 0.33 0.11 
anything for dare Extro (3) 0.26 0.21 
    
Factor 2: Psychocentric - Allocentric    
familiar destinations* Allo (22) - 0.30 - 0.65 
explore alone Allo (17) - 0.08 0.61 
non-touristy destination Allo (25) - 0.21 0.60 
novel destination Allo (21) - 0.11 0.60 
package vacation* Allo (16) - 0.07 - 0.48 
meet other culture Allo (29) 0.21 0.48 
arranged travel* Allo (30) - 0.26 - 0.47 
similar to home* Allo (24) - 0.16 - 0.43 
non-foreign atmosphere* Allo (26) 0.08 - 0.42 
enjoy sand and surf Allo (18) 0.12 0.38 
* stated in the alternative form (introverts and Psychocentrics answer in the positive) 
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Openness and Allocentricism 
The principal component analysis with varimax rotation (SPSS – version 13) 
generated a three factor solution accounting for 45% of the variance. Factor 1 had 13 
items (item total correlations ranged from .60 to .32) and was constituted by eight 
Allocentric items and five Openness items. Factor 2 was made up of nine items (item 
total correlations ranged from .64 to .33) with all but one item from the O scale. The 
third factor had seven items (item total correlations ranged from .57 to .30) and had four 
Allocentric and three Openness items (see Table 6.4.). 
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Table 6.4. Abbreviated items and factor loadings for Openness and Allocentric items (n 
= 328) – three factor solution 
 Loadings of factors 
Abbreviated items construct (Q#) 1 2 3 
Factor 1: Allocentric 
revisit* Open (37) 0.60 0.11  0.11 
arranged travel* Allo (30) 0.54 0.33 - 0.31 
familiar destinations* Allo (22) 0.54 0.16 0.20 
explore alone Allo (17) - 0.50 - 0.10 0.28 
familiar surroundings* Allo (28) 0.50 - 0.18 0.08 
non-foreign atmosphere* Allo (19) 0.46 0.11 0.18 
similar to home* Allo (24) 0.46 0.22 - 0.03 
package vacation* Allo (16) 0.45 0.13 - 0.19 
same route Allo (39) - 0.41 0.07 0.27 
try foreign foods Open (41) - 0.40 0.16 0.10 
novel destination Allo (21) - 0.35 0.26 0.15 
moods/feelings Open (34) - 0.34 0.04 0.05 
Factor 2: Emotional Openness 
range of emotions Open (33) 0.47 0.64 0.21 
empathise feelings Open (35) - 0.00 0.58 0.12 
tolerant Open (42) 0.05 0.56 - 0.16 
range of interests Open (44) 0.17 0.53 - 0.01 
meet other cultures Allo (29) 0.15 0.50 - 0.03 
changing world Open (45) - 0.15 0.39 - 0.07 
Learn/develop Open (40) - 0.06 0.39 - 0.04 
feeling is important Open (31) 0.09 0.38 - 0.03 
strong emotions Open (32) - 0.04 0.33 0.23 
Factor 3: Intellect, motivation 
play with theories Open (46) 0.05 0.05 0.57 
highly active Allo (23) 0.33 0.02 - 0.53 
enjoy surf and sand Allo (18) - 0.06 - 0.02 0.45 
prefer to drive* Open (43) - 0.14 0.10 - 0.38 
solving problems Open (38) 0.19 - 0.02 0.36 
sense of adventure Allo (27) 0.12 0.32 0.35 
other culture’s ideas Open (36) - 0.15 0.20 0.30 
* stated in the alternative form (participants not open to new experiences and Psychocentrics 
answer in the positive) 
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Factor 1 (Allocentric) had the major Allocentric scale items regarding travel 
(including travel arrangements, familiarity with destinations, roles of adventure and 
exploration, and the concept of novel and foreign). The O items that also constituted 
factor 1 reflected the travel focus and included repeat vacation, travel by the same route, 
try new and foreign foods, and relating mood with different locations. Factor 2 
(Emotional openness) was dominated by Openness items focusing on emotions, 
feelings, tolerance, broad interests and beliefs. The only Allocentric item focused on the 
emotion/enjoyment of meeting and interacting with people from a different culture. The 
third factor (Intellect/motivation) was constituted by Openness items (enjoy playing 
with ideas, enjoy problem solving, etc) and Allocentric items (highly active, enjoy 
commonplaces activities, enjoy sense of adventure, prefer to drive, etc.). 
Discussion 
The results of this study clearly indicated that there is no correlational 
relationship between Eysenck’s Extroversion scale and the conceptualisation of 
Allocentricism. This outcome is in contrast with Lee-Hoxter and Lester (1988) who 
found a small, but significant relationship between the two scales. The above findings 
are more in line with Plog’s (1974) conceptualisation that Allocentricism is measuring a 
unique (tourist) aspect of a person’s personality and should not be considered to overlap 
with Eysenck’s extroversion dimension. Analysis of the underlying components in the 
questionnaire item set via factor analysis further supported the independence of 
Extroversion and Allocentricism. Although three factors were indicated in this anaysis, 
Factor 1 essentially comprised extroversion items (10 out of 11) and Factor 2 was 
exclusively made up of Allocentric items. Such findings demonstrate that items from 
Eysenck’s test and items from Plog’s test are measuring different aspects of personality. 
Factor 3 comprised items from both scales and was conceptually hard to combine. A 
post-hoc analysis was completed whereby the data were ‘forced’ into a two-factor 
solution. The resultant solutaion showed that Factor 1 was essentially made up of 
Extraversion items (13 out of 14) and Factor 2 was entirely comprised of Allocentric 
items. In conclusion, the present findings provide convincing support for the notion that 
Extroversion and Allocentricism are independent personality constructs. It is 
recommended that future research use both scales. This supports Nickerson and Ellis 
(1991) who described tourists on both an activation / extroversion dimension and an 
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Allocentric - Psychocentric dimension. Such a recommendation should lead to an 
increase in the predictive power of psychographic assessments of tourist personalities. 
The statistically significant correlation between Openness to Experiences and 
Allocentricism indicated that these scales, in some form, are measuring similar 
constructs. A factor analysis generated a three factor solution. This solution can be 
interpreted as highlighting a behaviour only aspect of tourism (Factor 1), an emotional 
reactive dimension to tourist experiences (Factor 2), and an intellectual/motivation 
focus for Factor 3. The Allocentric items have been developed from the tourism 
literature that has mainly focused on the specific concrete behaviours associated with 
tourism (including travel arrangements, destinations, tourist facilities, etc.). The more 
emotional, intellectual, and motivational aspects of trips and related tourist experiences 
seemed to have been identified by items generated by psychological research. While 
these elements are considered to be important, more research needed to determine if 
these (more psychological elements) are predictive of tourist choice and related 
behaviours. There is one further interesting observation to be recorded. If 
Allocentricism is correlated (and therefore conceptually linked) with Openness, and 
Openness is not considered culturally universal, then A (logically) will be unlikely to be 
culturally universal. If this is so, then it may mean that tourism, tourist experiences, and 
tourists’ psychological response to travel may be culturally determined. 
Conclusions and future research 
This study outlined research attempting concurrent validation of tourism 
psychographic items and used the subsequent research in an attempt to conceptualize 
this tourism construct. Substantial mainstream personality research (Costa & McCrae, 
1992; McCrae & Costa, 1999) had identified five universal personality traits: Openness, 
Conscientiousness, Extroversion, Agreeableness, and, Neuroticism. Thus, the 
development of a new (tourism specific) personality construct needed to be evaluated in 
terms of these universal traits. Previous literature had indicated that the Allocentric 
personality dimension may be conceptually related to either the Extraversion or the 
Openness traits. This research evaluated the newly constructed Allocentric scale. It was 
found that there was no significant correlation between Allocentricism and Extraversion 
and that only active and social items overlapped. In contrast, there was a strong 
(significant) correlation between Allocentricism and Openness (to new experiences). 
The subsequent Factor Analysis determined that (concrete) behavioural descriptions on 
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both scales were highly related. Examples include: revisiting destinations (Openness); 
travel arrangements (Allocentric); familiarity of destinations (Allocentric); desire to 
explore alone (Allocentric); preference for foreign type atmospheres (Allocentric) and 
foods (Openness); having package tours (Allocentric); and, travelling via the same route 
(Openness). However, the emotional and cognitive dimensions of the Openness scale 
had low correlations with Allocentric tourist type behaviours. This finding needs more 
research since it may be that descriptions of (past) tourist types that constituted the 
qualitative data base for this study was focused to heavily on travel behaviours and 
destinations, and thus failed to describe tourist emotions and thoughts. The focus on 
behaviour (and not psychological concepts such as cognitions and emotions) probably 
reflects the bias of tourism academics who primarily focus on and describe (travel 
related) behaviours and not psychological factors. Further, (psychotourism) research can 
use the combined Allocentric and Openness scales developed in this study to explore 
the cognitive and emotional aspects of tourism.  
Interestingly, the Factor Analysis has loaded Psychocentric items positively in 
factor 1, indicating that these respondents were also conceptualizating tourist 
experiences in general as psychocentric experiences rather than allocentric. Hence, the 
most important items included: desire to re-visit, arranged travel, familiar destination, 
non-foreign atmosphere, similar to home, and packaged vacation. The allocentric items 
were at the lower end of the scale and were negatively correlated to the total scale. 
These items included: preference to explore alone, try foreign foods and seek novel 
destination. The more intellectual (third) factor best represents the positive role of 
Allocentricism. Items in this scale include: play with theories (Openness); solving 
problems (Openness); sense of adventure (Allocentric); and, exploring other cultures 
(Allocentric). 
In conclusion, this research has used previous tourist psychographic research to 
develop a tourism specific personality inventory. This inventory has been evaluated in 
terms of its underlying general personality traits. It can now be used to identify different 
tourist personality types and predict their tourist preferences and behaviours. Further 
psychometric evaluations should also be completed (see remaining studies in this 
thesis).  
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Study 7. Criterion (or predictive validity) of the Allocentric personality construct 
Purpose of study 
The next phase in test development was to continue the validation process of the 
new tourism personality construct. The validity of a test is concerned with what the test 
measures and what can be inferred from test scores (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997; 
Cloninger, 1996; Pervin & John, 2001). Fundamentally, all procedures for determining 
test validity are concerned with the relationship between performance on the test and 
other independently observed scores or behaviours. There are four levels of test 
validation: face; content; criterion; and, construct (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997; Cloninger, 
1996; Pervin & John, 2001). This research focused on the third level of test validation 
(criterion or predictive validation) which is the most relevant when test inventories are 
used in the selection and classification of people (e.g., market segmentation) (Anastasi 
& Urbina, 1997). The aim of this research was to determine whether the Allocentric 
construct predicted tourist behaviour (choice of actual tourist destinations) or only 
tourist preferences (choice of ideal tourist destinations). 
Overview 
In the first study of this chapter, procedures were described to ensure that the 
Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory had both face and content validity. In contrast 
to generic personality inventories (e.g., the EPI, Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975; the 16PF, 
Cattell, 1949; and, the NEO-PI-R, Costa & McCrae, 1992), the Allocentric Tourist 
Personality Inventory had items that, on the face of it, referred to the major aspects of 
the general tourist experience. This included: personal motives to travel (having 
adventures, seeking novely, desire to rest and relax); travel behaviours (preference to 
drive rather than fly); travel companions (explore alone or travel in package tour 
groups); and, destination choice (visiting foreign places, only provided with basic 
amenities, services similar to home). Further, the  Allocentric Tourist Personality 
Inventory was based directly on psychograhic descriptors of previous qualitative 
research (to ensure content validity). For each personality trait that was identified 
(Allocentrics were conceived, in part, as intellectually curious, novelty seeking, 
sociable, and venturesome) a specific item was created for the inventory. The same 
process was used for Psychocentrics who were described, in part, as intellectually 
restricted, conservative, having a preference for the familiar, have a high need for 
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(travel industry) structure, and experiencing anxiety regarding health and safety issues. 
Study 6 evaluated the concurrent validity of the Allocentric tourist personality inventory 
by comparing a persons’ Allocentric score with their scores on the Extraversion 
dimension (EPI, Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975) and the Openness to new experiences 
(NEO-PI-R, Costa & McCrae, 1992). The results indicated there was no correlation 
between Allocentricism and Extraversion and the factor analysis of the combined items 
found two independent factors: one essentially consisting of Extraversion items, the 
other, totally made up of Allocentric items. A similar comparative analysis with 
Allocentricism and Openness found a moderate positive correlation between the scales 
and a subsequent factor analysis provided an integrated three factor solution.  
This study attempted to determine if the Allocentric Tourist Personality 
Inventory will predict tourist destination choice. That is, can the scores of the 
Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventorypredict the most recent travel decision choice 
and can it predict the tourists’ choice of an ideal tourist destination. As part of this 
analysis situational factors that may limit the ability of the tourist personality inventory 
to accurately predict travel behaviour decisions will be assessed. Basala and Klenosky 
(2001) focused on preferences and (future) intentions and not on actual (past) tourist 
behaviours. They found a multitude of factors and circumstances that influenced future 
travel intentions – all beyond the control of the individual traveller. These included 
situational factors (such as money, work and time) and social factors (including family 
and friends). These factors interfere or constrain an individual’s ability to act on their 
personal intentions to travel (Belk, 1974; 1975: Filiatrault & Richie, 1988) and therefore 
reduce the predictive validity of the Inventory in real life tourist settings. This research 
study explored both the ability of the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory to 
predict actual behaviour and situational factors that limit this ability to predict actual 
tourist behaviour. 
Method 
Participants 
One-hundred-and-fifty-eight participants were surveyed using the limited 
“snowball” sampling technique (Pearce & Caltabiano, 1983; Jackson et al., 1996). 
Students enrolled in an Australian University were asked to complete a survey form and 
then were required to ask three non-university people to complete the form. Students 
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were encouraged to sample adults of both genders, of different ages and from differing 
social backgrounds. The aim of this study was to determine the general predictive 
validity of the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory. While demographic data was 
collected to ensure a broad random sample of the population, no descriptive statistics 
were computed.  
Materials and Procedures 
All respondents completed a three part questionnaire. The three components 
were: 
1.  Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory: Respondents completed the 15-
item personality inventory (developed in Study 5) that purports to measure the degree of 
Allocentricism. 
2. Previous tourist experience: This part required participants to describe in 
detail their most recent tourist experience. When respondents are asked to complete 
such a task, they typically describe where they went, who they visited, who they 
travelled with, and what tourist type activities they completed. 
3. Ideal tourist experience: This part required participants to describe their ideal 
tourist experience. When they had completed this task, they were asked to indicate if 
they had had such a tourist experience. If they had not had their ideal tourist experience, 
they were asked to write down the reasons why.  
Data analysis 
1. Personality types:  
The 15 item personality form was coded for Allocentricism. For all data 
analysis, a median spilt was used. While Plog (1987) identified three groupings 
(Allocentric, midcentric, and Psychocentric) this research wished to focus on the 
extremes of the tourist personality dimension. Thus, respondents scoring lower than 30 
were considered Psychocentric and respondents scoring 30 or more were considered 
Allocentric. Again, it should be noted that Australian samples consistently show an 
Allocentric bias. 
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2. Previous tourist experience: 
Each tourist experience was analysed and coded either as an Allocentric or 
Psychocentric tourist experience. The coder checklist arose from the qualitative analysis 
in Study 3 and is reproduced in Appendix C. To determine the reliability of these 
judgements, a random sample of 32 (or 20%) of the tourist experiences were 
independently coded by an independent second coder. Inter-rater reliability for coding 
previous tourist experiences was acceptable at r = 0.92.. Ideal tourist experience:  
Each ideal tourist experience was coded as either Allocentric or Psychocentric 
using the same guidelines describe in Data Analysis 2 (above). An inter-rater reliability 
check was completed on 20% of the sample and was an acceptable r = 0.87. 
4. Reasons for not having ideal tourist experience 
Seventy-three (or 46.2%) of the respondents indicated that they had had their 
ideal tourist experience, 60 respondents (or 38%) indicated that they had not had their 
ideal tourist experience and 25 respondents (or 16%) failed to answer the question. For 
the 60 respondents who had indicated they had not had their ideal tourist experience, the 
respondents’ reasons were coded, classified into like groupings, and listed in order of 
frequency of occurrence. 
Results and discussion 
Table 7.1 presented the distribution of personality types and actual tourist 
experiences. A Chi-square analysis (χ2 = 0.55, df = 1, p > 0.05) indicated a non-
significant relationship. Therefore, the  Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory does 
not predict actual tourist behaviour.  
Table 7.1 Personality types by actual tourist experience 
  actual tourist experience  
  Allocentric Psychocentric  
personality types Allocentric 71 23 94 
 Psychocentric 45 19 64 
  116 42 158 
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Table 7.2 shows the distribution of personality types and ideal tourist 
experiences. A Chi-square analysis (χ2 = 99.67, df = 1, p < 0.05) indicated a statistically 
significant relationship. This indicated that respondents with Allocentric personality 
types are more likely to idealise and plan an Allocentric type personality tourist 
experience. Similarly, Psychocentric tourists were more likely to envisage an ideal 
tourist experience that is judged as Psychocentric. Further, the Allocentric dimension of 
the personality test developed in Study 5 correctly predicted 83% (or 131 out of 158) 
ideal tourist experiences. 
Table 7.2 Personality types by ideal tourist experience 
  ideal tourist experience  
  Allocentric Psychocentric  
personality types Allocentric 85 9 94 
 Psychocentric 18 46 64 
  103 55 158 
 
Reasons for non-completion of the ideal tourist experience were listed on 
summary Table 7.3. Ninety-two percent of the reasons given for not having had their 
ideal tourist experience were external or contextual. The major reasons were lack of 
money, opportunity, time and independence. Eight percent of the reasons were 
internal/personal reasons that focussed on lack of motivation and the need to fit in or 
compromise.  
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Table 7.3 Reasons for not completing ideal tourist experience (n = 60) 
Reasons for not completing ideal tourist experience # responses* (%) 
responses internal to the person 10 (7.9%) 
have not got around to it 5 (50%) 
need to compromise with group and neglect individual needs 3 (30%) 
just gained knowledge about such an experience 1 (10%) 
nothing is perfect, no such thing as ideal 1 (10%) 
responses external to the person 117 (92.1%) 
lack of money 43 (36.7%) 
lack of opportunity (including too young/lack of independence) 36 (30.8%) 
lack of time (including work commitments) 25 (21.3%) 
too difficult to arrange 9 (7.7%) 
need someone to share interest with 3 (2.6%) 
little mishaps spoilt the ideal 1 (< 1%) 
* Respondents could give more than one reason 
 
The results of this study indicated that personality type does not predict actual 
tourist behaviour, but does predict the tourists’ ideal experience. The reasons why 
personality type does not predict actual tourist behaviour can be conceptualised in terms 
of situational or contextual barriers. Thirty-eight percent of tourists indicated that they 
had not had their ideal tourist experience and the vast majority of stated factors were 
external to their (internal) personality. Thus, Mannell (1984) would seem to be correct 
in criticizing personality research in the leisure/tourism area for being simplistic. The 
context of tourists as they plan and decide upon the next tourist experience has to be 
considered. It seems unrealistic to assume that a person’s personality will, by itself, 
predict actual tourist behaviour. Other factors, such as money, opportunity, time, and 
commitments to family and friends seem to override basic personality needs. At best, 
personality type indicated tourist destination choice unless there were situational 
constraints. Interestingly, 46% of respondents indicated that they had had their ideal 
tourist experience. Further research needs to be completed on how frequently tourists 
achieve their ideal tourist experience and whether such achievement is related to 
161 
demographics and/or personality type. That is, do Psychocentrics with their 
conservative travel plans more often achieve their travel preferences (e.g., revisit 
destination to rest and relax) and are therefore more satisfied (overall) with their tourist 
experiences?).  
General Discussion and implications 
The findings of the separate studies are linked. Study 6 found no correlation 
between Extraversion and Allocentricism, with each scale measuring a different aspect 
of personality. While Eysenck’s Extraversion scale has been shown to be both a reliable 
and valid measure of general personality, more research needs to be completed on 
Allocentric tourism-specific dimension. While the Allocentric scale items have good 
face and content validity in tourism, more research needs to be completed on its 
predictive validity. The major recommendation for researchers in tourism is to use both 
an Extraversion and Allocentric scale. This will lead to greater predictive validity and 
will enrich the description of the tourist personality. While the current scale cannot 
predict actual tourist choices, it can predict ideal tourist behaviours. The major problem 
for personality research with actual choices of tourist destinations is that it is rarely an 
individual, independent decision. While (theoretical) ideal destinations can be easily 
decided upon (and will reflect personality type), contextual factors such as money, work 
commitments, and consideration of others (family, friends) will play a critical role in 
actual tourist decision-making.  
For tourist/travel professionals, personality type data would allow them to advise 
tourists on the most suitable product available at such destinations. While it may, in the 
end, be impractical for the tourist professional to administer a formal psychological test, 
it is possible and practical for informed tourist professionals to ask potential tourist 
consumers: “if you had the money and the time, where would you go and in what 
activities would you engage?” An analysis of the response would quickly identify (in up 
to 83% of the cases) the personality type of the tourist. Tourist professionals with their 
knowledge of allocentricism and psychocentrism could then select and recommend 
tourist packages to destinations which (1) suit the tourists’ personality (internal factors) 
and (2) could be tailored into the money and time constraints (external factors) that also 
influence destination choice in the majority of the cases (see Jackson, Schmierer, & 
Nicol, 1997). On the supply side, an analysis of current tourist destinations would 
highlight which aspects are present and attractive to allocentrics and psychocentrics. If 
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relevant activities or attractions are not present, then tourist developers could 
strategically develop this product. If and when the product is developed, then target 
marketing should occur to ensure the tourist destination is attractive to both allocentrics 
and psychocentrics. The major conclusion from this study is that more research needs to 
be done to identify the conditions under which personality type predicts actual tourist 
behaviour. 
The ability to predict actual tourist destination choice is dependent on the degree 
of control tourists have over their decision-making and subsequent behaviour. Thus, 
while there are too many external, contextual variables for personality type to predict 
actual tourist destination, the choice of activities and tourist preferences while on tour 
would appear to be more under individual control and thus may be more predictable. 
Thus, further research should focus on tourist behaviours within a specific tourist 
experience. That is, does tourist personality type predict tourist behaviours subsequent 
to the choice of destination? Some behaviours which would seem to be under the 
control of the tourist would be: amount of planning; type of information sought about 
destination; type and amount of activities completed on the trip; amount and quality of 
host interactions; and, issues of health, safety and physical comfort. Finally, the 
development of a tourism specific personality test needs to be evaluated in terms of 
gender, developmental, cultural, degree of tourist experiences (or travel careers). It 
would be predicted that if this test assesses a biological personality construct (as is 
claimed for Eysenck’s personality construct), then it should be independent of 
experience. Thus, it is predicted that there will be no gender, development, culture, or 
travel career differences. 
In conclusion, the study of tourist-specific personality traits can contribute to 
tourism research and professional practice. However, there are significant and 
fundamental limitations to current personality trait research in that it does not directly 
influence all tourist behaviours. Researchers and professionals need to identify areas of 
tourism where the individual tourist has the freedom / control to make independent 
decisions. It is predicted that in these situations personality type will predict tourist 
behaviour. The next study (Study 8) in this series attempts to identify specific travel 
behaviours that can be predicted if the tourists’ Allocentric personality scores are 
known. 
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Study 8 Validation of an Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory by predicting travel 
specific behaviours 
Purpose of study 
Study 7 clearly demonstrated that even industry-specific personality inventories 
fail to predict a traveller’s most recent tourism destination choice. However, scores on 
the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory can predict tourist preferences as 
measured by recording the traveller’s ideal tourist destination and experience. The 
major philosophical/conceptual difference between actual destination choice and ideal 
(or preferred) destination is the role or influence of the situation. Further, in this 
previous study, the following three major constraints (accounting for 92% of the 
variance) were identified: lack of money/resources; lack of opportunity (especially for 
younger tourists; and, lack of time (mainly in the area of work and family 
commitments). This highlighted the person by situation debate that has dominated 
personality trait research since it began (Pervin & John, 2001). One research strategy 
that attempted to overcome this limitation was to carefully consider choice of dependent 
variable. In the previous study (Study 7), the dependent variable was tourist destination 
choice on a single occasion. This behaviour was very likely to be influenced by the 
(above) major constraints (i.e., money, opportunity, and time). A better choice of 
dependent variable would be the selection of more specific tourist behaviours that are 
under the near total control of the individual. That is, choice of destination is likely to 
be a family decision based on amount of disposable income, the availability of everyone 
to tour, and the amount of vacation time available. More specific travel related 
behaviours under the control of the individual include: amount of pre-planning, amount 
of pre-booking, and the number and type of activities completed while on tour. 
Introduction 
In general, tourism research has been criticised for failing to test/evaluate 
theories and/or models that have been established to explain various phenomena 
(Cohen, 1979; Hartman, 1988). In response to such criticism this Chapter reported on a 
number of conceptually linked studies. The first study (Study 5) systematically 
developed a reliable Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory with demonstrated face 
and content validity. The second study (Study 6) focused on concurrent validity and 
investigated two relationships: the first between the Allocentric dimension and 
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Extraversion; and, the second between Allocentricism and Openness to new 
experiences. The conclusions to this study were twofold. There was no conceptual 
relationship between Allocentricism and Extraversion and the recommendation for 
future research was to include both an Allocentric dimension and an 
Activation/Extraversion dimension when describing tourist personality. This would then 
provide four tourist types: Allocentric - extraverted; Allocentric – introvert; 
Psychocentric – extravert; and, Psychocentric – introvert. The second outcome was the 
statistical significant correlation between Allocentricism and Openness, with the 
observation that Allocentric traits seem to be the (tourist) behavioural aspects of the 
(more Psychological) Openness construct. The third study (Study 7) reported in this 
chapter attempted to determine if the Allocentric personality dimension predicted 
previous tourist destination choice. This study found that while personality type did not 
predict actual (past) tourist experiences, personality types accurately predicted (83% of) 
ideal tourist experiences. When asked why they had not completed their ideal tourist 
experiences, 92% of respondents gave external, non-personality explanations including 
lack of time, money, opportunity and independence. These findings are in concordance 
with Klein et al. (1992) and Mannell (1984) who concluded that without considering the 
individual’s social context, personality formulations failed to predict actual behaviour. 
This study concluded, however, that predictive validity of personality depended on the 
degree of individual control over tourism choices and actual behaviours. Thus, it would 
be expected that personality will not accurately predict overall tourist destination 
choice, as the decisions regarding the final tourist destination depend on external factors 
such as time, money and work constraints. However, micro-decisions within a tourist 
experience (e.g., whether to pre-plan and pre-book) are much more under individual 
choice (and control) and as such, should reflect personality type.  
This study focused on individual decision making within the specific tourist 
experience and attempted to relate this to Allocentric personality types. Thus, it was 
hypothesised that the more perceived control a tourist has over decision-making, the 
more that decision will reflect the individuals’ personality type (and thus, an increased 
predictive validity of the tourist personality inventory). 
Predictive validity, then, requires the researcher to predict how individuals will 
behave in the future (Anastasi, 1990). Predictive validity, in practical terms, is the 
ultimate practical aim of (inventory) test development (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). 
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However, in Study 7, the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory failed to predict 
actual tourist destination decision-making. This study will attempt of refine the 
dependent variable (select tourist behaviours that are under the control of the individual 
tourist) in an attempt to determine the predictive validity of this tourist personality 
inventory. 
The final validation of a personality inventory is the extent to which the test may 
be said to measure a theoretical construct or trait. An example of such a construct is 
Eysenck and Eysenck’s (1970) construct of Extraversion. Eysenck and Eysenck (1970) 
argued that this personality trait reflects brain structures and related activities. For 
instance, Eysenck hypothesized that extraverts had low levels of cortical arousal and as 
a consequence required lots of environmental stimulation to achieve the desired brain 
homeostasis (a comfortable level of cortical activity). In contrast, Introverts have high 
levels of cortical arousal and need little extra environmental stimulation to reach 
homeostasis (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1970). Since this formulation, many studies have 
confirmed/validated this theoretical construct.  
At the moment, the concept of an Allocentric tourist personality type has not 
been conceptualised within an inclusive theoretical construct. However, one aspect of 
the research has been the assumption that Allocentricism and Psychocentricism are on 
the opposite ends of the same personality dimension. This needs to be validated. The 
aims of this research are to validate the existing Allocentric Tourist Personality 
Inventory (predictive validation) and to determine if Allocentricism and 
Psychocentricism are at the opposite ends of a trait dimension continuum (construct 
validation). 
If the measure of the Allocentricism – Psychocentricism dimension were valid, 
then there would be an expectation that each of these personality types would approach 
a forthcoming tourist experience in the opposite way. For instance, Plog (1972) 
conceptualised Psychocentrics as not active, enjoy commonplace activities, prefer 
familiar destinations and take tour packages. Thus, Psychocentrics should focus their 
tourist experiences around family and close friends, should be more likely to revisit 
previous destinations, choose non-active forms of leisure during the tourist experience, 
seek out more information for new destinations on all aspects of the trip (costs, 
accommodation, attractions, best time to travel, and health and safety issues). 
Allocentrics on the other hand, were described as adventurous, highly active, prefer to 
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explore new destinations, prefer non-touristy areas, accept basic conveniences and 
prefer meeting hosts from other cultures. Thus, it would be expected that Allocentrics 
should plan less, travel with fewer people to more (different) destinations, complete 
more activities and appreciate other cultures. Further, by failing to plan but taking more 
risks, Allocentrics should be more susceptible to health and safety problems. This 
research investigated personality differences associated with planning tourist 
experiences and whether personality type influenced the most positive and negative 
aspects of the tourist experience.  
While the major decisions regarding the trip may not be determined by 
personality type (see Chapter 7) specific aspects of tourist experience may be reflected 
by personality type. For instance, when Allocentrics are asked to choose that aspect of 
the trip they found most positive, they should choose an Allocentric type event. 
Similarly, Psychocentrics should choose a Psychocentric type event as their most 
positive tourist experience. From a personality construct point of view, such research 
may determine whether Allocentricism and Psychocentricism are the opposite ends of 
the same personality dimension. If they are, then Allocentrics should choose a 
Psychocentric event as their most negative tourist experience and Psychocentrics should 
choose an Allocentric event as their most negative tourist experience. If they are not on 
opposite ends of the same dimension, then such a statistical relationship should not 
exist. This research investigated what type of events each personality type found 
positive and negative, and evaluated the findings in relation to the assumption that 
Allocentricism and Psychocentricism are the opposite ends of the same personality 
dimension/continuum. 
Method 
Participants 
Four hundred and forty nine respondents from the general community of 
Melbourne completed a series of paper and pencil tasks. Note, the aim of the research 
was psychometric evaluation of the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory and 
therefore no demographic information was collected from these participants.  
Materials 
The qustionnaire competed by participants comprised three parts:  
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1. Personality type: Participants completed the Tourist Personality Inventory that 
is a trait personality survey that distinguishes between Allocentricism and 
Psychocentricism (see Study 5 for psychometric evaluation of the inventory). 
Participants scoring below 30 were categorised as Psychocentrics (N = 229) while 
participants scoring 30 and above were categorised as Allocentrics (N = 220).  
2. Tourism planning: Participants were required to plan a future trip to their 
preferred destination indicating who/what would influence the choice of destination and 
what extra information they would require to make a final decision. 
3. Tourist experience: Participants were asked to nominate and describe their 
most positive and their most negative adult tourist experience clearly indicating the 
reasons why these experiences were the most positive and negative. 
Procedures and data analysis 
1. Travel destination: For each participant, their choice of destination was coded 
as either Allocentric or Psychocentric. The discriminating criterion used was the 
destination section of the checklist located in Appendix C. A random sample of 20% of 
the responses were independently coded and an inter-rater reliability of r = 0.90 was 
achieved. A Chi square analysis to determine group differences was completed. 
2. Travel planning: A content analysis was completed on the pre-trip 
information participants required before they would finally choose that particular 
destination. These were tabulated by personality type and a simple differences test by 
visual inspection was completed. 
3. Personality type by type of experience: All responses were analysed and the 
most positive and most negative tourist experience were coded as either Allocentric or 
Psychocentric. This coding process was guided by the checklist located in Appendix C. 
Twenty percent of all responses were independently coded and an inter-rater reliability 
of r = 0.98 was achieved. 
4. Personality type by content of experience: A content analysis of all positive 
and negative tourist experiences was completed. The content of positive experiences 
was reduced to 11 categories and the content of negative experiences was reduced to 10 
major categories. Only a visual analysis was completed on this data. 
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Results and discussion 
1. Allocentric tourist personality by type of destination  
A Chi square analysis was completed to determine if there was a significant 
relationship between tourist personality type and destination choice. The findings 
clearly show there are no statistically significant between personality type and tourist 
destination choice (χ2 = 5.0, df = 1, not significant). This is consistent with the findings 
in study 7 and indicated that tourist destination choice is influenced by environmental 
constraints such as money, opportunity, and time. 
Table 8.1. Allocentric tourist personality type by type of destination 
  Type of tourist destination   
  Allocentric Psychocentric  
personality types Allocentric 123 143 266 
 Psychocentric 88 95 183 
  211 238 449 
 
The data analysed from the tourist planning exercise are summarised in Table 
8.2. An overview of the results indicated significant differences between personality 
types and planning for their next tourist experience. There were no differences in the 
mean number of factors that influenced tourist choice or in the source of influence 
(which varied considerably). Psychocentrics were more likely to be influenced by 
family and media and more Psychocentrics wished to revisit previous destinations. 
Allocentrics, on the other hand, were more likely to be influenced by friends or make 
their own (independent) decision. While not reaching significance, Psychocentrics 
asked for more extra information before they would commit to travel to that particular 
destination. Again, the type of information was significantly different for each 
personality type. Psychocentrics wanted more details on costs, accommodation, best 
tourist attractions and the weather. Allocentrics required less information and this was 
centred on health, safety and host/culture information. There were no personality 
differences in wanting more details about packaged tours, best time to travel or how 
long it would take to travel to the tourist destination. 
169 
Table 8.2. Personality type by planning 
Activities Allocentric (n = 266) Psychocentric (n = 183) 
% of judged Allocentric destinations 46% 48% 
mean number of influences 1.37 1.31 
primary influence   
friends 59%* 25% 
family 10% 38% 
revisit previous destination 7% 23% 
media, travel promotions 10% 16% 
own decision 10% - 
travel agent 3% - 
mean number of extra information 3.6 4.1 
type of extra information   
health 45% 19% 
safety 34% 7% 
accommodation 34% 81% 
packaged tours available 31% 25% 
hosts / culture 21% 7% 
weather  10% 56% 
best tourist attractions 7% 31% 
best time to travel 34% 25% 
cost 46% 94% 
travel time to destination 14% 13% 
* numbers in bold are more than 150% than the corresponding number for the other personality 
type 
 
2. Personality type by type of experience 
A Chi-square analysis (χ2 = 20.9, df = 1, p < 0.05) indicated a statistically 
significant difference in personality types and type of positive tourist experience (see 
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Table 8.3). That is, Allocentric personality types were more likely to select a positive 
tourist experience that was judged as Allocentric. Conversely, Psychocentrics chose a 
Psychocentric experience as their most positive tourist experience. Part (b) of Table 8.3 
summarised the findings from personality types and types of negative tourist 
experiences. A Chi-square analysis (χ2 = 5.3, df = 1, p < 0.05) showed a statistically 
significant difference in personality types and types of reported negative tourist 
experiences. An analysis of the Part (b) of Table 8.3 indicated Allocentrics were more 
likely to choose a Psychocentric tourist event to represent their most negative tourist 
experience, but there was only a minimal difference for Psychocentrics and their worst 
tourist experience. 
Table 8.3 Personality type by tourist experience 
Part (a)  positive tourist experience  
  Allocentric Psychocentric  
personality types Allocentric 238 28 266 
 Psychocentric 64 119 183 
  302 147 449 
Part (b)  negative tourist experience  
  Allocentric Psychocentric  
personality types Allocentric 55 211 266 
 Psychocentric 101 82 183 
  156 293 449 
 
3. Personality type by content of experience 
From Table 8.4 it can be seen that for positive tourist experiences, tourists with 
both personality types indicated similar response rates for the major factors of: culture, 
scenery, host interaction, weather, and learning. However, there were some differences. 
Allocentric personality types were more likely to nominate more activities, more 
explorer roles, more freedom/independence; more history and slightly more friends. 
Psychocentrics were more likely to indicate more relaxation/beaches and more family 
members contributing to the most positive tourist experience. For negative tourist 
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experiences both personality types reported similar rates for the following contributing 
factors: ill-health, weather, poor facilities, and negative mood states. Allocentrics were 
more likely to report being uncomfortable, more likely to feel they had wasted their 
money, and they reported more negative interactions with friends and other tourists. For 
their most negative tourist experience, Psychocentrics reported more cultural 
misunderstandings, focussed more on safety/crime and identified more travel problems 
(delays and lost luggage).  
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Table 8.4. Personality type by factors contributing to the most positive and negative 
tourist experience 
 positive tourist experience 
factors Allocentric (n = 229) Psychocentric (n = 220) 
culture 55%* 55% 
scenery 38% 30% 
hosts 41% 30% 
weather 21% 20% 
learning 17% 15% 
relaxation / beaches 21% 50%** 
activities 37% 15% 
friends 34% 25% 
family 13% 20% 
freedom / independence 17% 5% 
explorer 31% 5% 
 negative tourist experience 
ill health 41% 35% 
weather 17% 20% 
poor facilities 14% 15% 
negative mood states (eg, boring) 7% 10% 
cultural misunderstandings 10% 20% 
crime/safety 38% 65% 
physically uncomfortable 59% 30% 
travel delays, lost luggage 10% 25% 
dispute with other tourists / friends  17% - 
wasted money 7% - 
* adds to more than 100% as respondents could give multiple reasons 
** numbers in bold are more than 150% than the corresponding number for the other 
personality type 
 
General Discussion 
The results from this study indicated that there are no personality-type 
differences for destination choice. Further, there were no differences for many of the 
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aspects of travel planning, tourists’ likes and dislikes, and the content of their tourist 
experience. There were some statistically significant differences but these needed to be 
treated with caution because of the ratio of significant versus null findings. Further 
research needs to be completed using a representative sample of the population before 
any firm conclusions can be made. 
Allocentrics were more independent than Psychocentrics and when they did seek 
other opinions they seem to be mainly from friends rather than family. While 
Allocentrics sought out less extra information about travel destinations than 
Psychocentrics, they focus on health, safety and cultural factors of the tourist 
experience. This appeared logical as they were more likely to travel to unknown 
destinations to interact with culturally unfamiliar hosts. The major factors influencing 
positive and negative events in tourist experiences were the same for both personality 
types. There were only minor differences. Allocentrics were found to focus more on 
activities, the explorer role, their freedom and independence, and their friends. Factors 
influencing negative events for Allocentrics were: being physically uncomfortable; 
having feelings of wasting money; and, having negative interactions with other tourists 
and their friends. The major positive themes arising from this study indicated that 
Allocentric tourists were independent, used limited information to plan, were active 
explorers and friend-focused. The major negative factors seem to be a consequence of 
these. The explorer role with little planning will increase chances of being physically 
uncomfortable; not focusing on costs and creating a budget will lead to feelings of 
wasting money; and, the mere presence of other tourists (and many friends) will lead to 
an increase in negative interactions with this independent explorer type. 
Psychocentrics were more likely to revisit familiar places, be influenced by and 
travel with, family and seek out more information during the planning phase. This 
increased planning will decrease anxiety levels associated with the whole travel 
experience. Psychocentrics focused on costs, accommodation and attractions. They 
reported more relaxation and positive experiences with their family. It should be noted 
that Study 4 included these characteristics in the description of Psychocentricism. The 
negative experiences described by Psychocentrics included cultural misunderstandings, 
safety/crime issues and travel delays. Again, these are consistent with the behavioural 
characteristics of Psychocentrics who become part of the mass tourism market and pre-
plan their trips. Given the ease of travel, there is a greater likelihood of Psychocentrics 
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travelling overseas and thus without adequate preparation regarding culture are more 
likely to have cultural misunderstandings. Psychocentrics reporting more crime/safety 
concerns is consistent with the research that indicates that an increase in mass tourism 
(made up mainly of Psychocentrics) leads to an increase in crime, both in the host 
community and against tourists (Chesney-Lind & Lind, 1986; Cohen, 1987; Matsuoka 
& Kelly, 1988). Prideaux (1994, 1996) found an increase in crime rates in 
Psychocentric tourist areas (Gold Coast and Cairns region of Queensland) than in less 
well-developed tourist areas of Australia. Finally, tourists who spend a lot of time 
planning their holidays and pre-booking most accommodation and activities are more 
likely to be disrupted and disturbed by travel delays (compared to the 
Allocentric/explorer type). 
The major theme of this study was the conditions under which personality type 
predicts tourist behaviour. The relationship seemed to depend upon the degree of 
individual control tourists have over their decision-making and subsequent behaviour. 
Thus, while there are too many external, contextual variables for personality type to 
predict actual tourist destination, the choice of activities and tourist preferences while 
on tour seemed to be more under individual control and are more predictable. The 
factors which did discriminate between personality types were such things are amount 
of planning, the type of extra information required about destination, type of preferences 
on the trip, degree of relaxation, number of activities, presence of cultural 
misunderstanding, conflict with other tourists, issue of safety, and amount of physical 
comfort. All these factors have a high degree of personal choice and control. Tourist / 
travel professionals can use personality information to give appropriate advice and 
recommendations to the different personality types. For example, while Allocentrics 
spend less time planning, tourist / travel professionals can focus on supplying expected 
and relevant information on health, safety and culture, and pertinent information 
regarding accommodation, possible impact of other tourists and value for money in 
order to help minimise negative experiences. For Psychocentric tourists, 
recommendations should focus on cultural information (for overseas travel) and 
strategies to ensure the tourist transport industry has minimal delays (confirm bookings, 
arrive early) and does not lose baggage (use strong luggage, remove old tags, and 
clearly identify luggage).  
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Finally, the attempt at construct validation was successful. The notion that 
Allocentric tourist personality types were statistically more likely to select Allocentric 
events as their most positive tourist experience and Psychocentric events as their most 
negative tourist experience clearly supported the notion that Allocentricism and 
Psychocentricism are opposite ends of the same tourist personality trait continuum. 
While the data from Psychocentric tourists were not as clear cut, both tourist personality 
types provided some support for construct validation. In conclusion, the tourist-specific 
personality trait (Allocentricism - Psychocentricim) seemed to be a valid construct and 
provided the theoretical basis for future research. In the next chapter, further validation 
studies were completed. 
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CHAPTER 4. PSYCHOGRAPHIC SEGMENTATION 
Purpose of chapter 
This chapter comprised a final series of four studies. The first (Study 9) was a 
theoretical study that proposed a second social (Extraversion) dimension should be 
added to the Allocentric tourism trait dimension to fully explain the “tourist”. Thus, an 
Extraversion trait was added to explain the variation in the degree of socialization 
described in the range of tourist behaviours. Study 9 concluded that tourists should be 
described along two dimensions: Allocentricism and Extraversion. Thus, tourists should 
be described with a taxonomy containing four broad personality types. Study 10 
implemented an Imposed ETIC methodology to complete a cross cultural study 
whereby the new Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory (with both Allocentric and 
Extraversion items) was administered to a sample of Chinese residents. The resultant 
factor analysis failed to replicate the two factor structure that emerged in the original 
test validation study (see Study 6). Thus, Study 10 concluded that the underlying tourist 
personality structure that represents the way Australians conceptualize tourism was not 
universally applicable. Study 11 continued the construct-development process and 
evaluated the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory utilizing tourists attending a 
Tourist (Visitor) Information Centre. A series of 10 independent variables (various 
tourist behaviours) were described and specific predictions were made regarding these 
independent variables and tourist personality dimensions and types. Over 60 percent of 
predictions were confirmed. It was concluded that the Allocentric Tourist Personality 
Inventory is a reliable and valid measure of tourist personality types. The final study 
(Study 12) evaluated the association between tourist personality and tourist crime 
victimization. Again, a series of theoretical predictions were made. The results correctly 
predicted tourist personality type and crime victimization, but failed to predict tourist 
behaviour after criminal victimization. 
Overview 
Personality research is one of the major research areas of psychology (Funder, 
2001; Lefton, 1997). A traditional role of personality research has been the development 
and validation of personality assessment (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997; Jackson, White, & 
White, 2001; Lefton, 1997). Applied researchers use such assessments to predict future 
behaviour (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997; Jackson et al., 2001). However, few studies in 
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tourism have focused on personality. The notable exceptions are: Cohen (1972, 1979); 
Frew and Shaw (1997); Gilchrist et al. (1995); Jackson, Schmierer, and White (1999, 
2000); Jackson et al. (2001); Plog (1972, 1987, 1991); Schmierer, Jackson, and White 
(1999); Smith (1977). The potential uses of personality research in the area of tourism 
include: marketing; product positioning; master planning; destination development; and, 
packaging (Jackson et al., 1999; Ross, 1994). 
As previously stated in Chapter 2, Plog (1974) has been the only researcher to 
develop a tourism-specific personality inventory. However, the test has never been 
published, its psychometric properties never determined, and its use commercially 
restricted. Nevertheless, Plog’s publications and descriptions of his tourist 
psychographic typologies have been the most cited psychological material in tourism 
(Jackson et al., 2001). However, while many tourism writers cite Plog’s work, few have 
completed any evaluative research on his theoretical constructs (see Chapter 2). In this 
thesis, a series of studies has systematically developed a tourism personality construct 
based on the literature of a large number of tourism researchers (including Plog). A 
brief summary of the first eight studies in the thesis included an initial literature review 
that highlighted three major themes in tourism philosophical thought. These themes are: 
quest for novelty (versus familiarity); tourist reliance on the travel industry (versus free 
independent travel); and, degree of preferred level of interaction between tourist and 
host. A qualitative analysis of 76 research papers who attempted to describe tourist 
types highlighted tourists being conceptualized within four domains: who 
(demographics, psychographics); does what (engages in travel behaviours); with whom 
(co-travellers and hosts); and, where (destination choice). A lexical analysis and then 
another qualitative analysis (focusing on psychographics) provided (nearly) 
dimensionally opposite typologies. Allocentrics were described as intellectually curious; 
novelty seekers; have minimal reliance on the travel industry, do minimal pre-planning, 
and have a preference for free independent travel to meet locals who live in foreign 
destinations. Psychocentrics, on the other hand, are intellectually restricted, 
conservative, seek familiarity, rely heavily on the travel industry, maximize pre-trip 
planning and booking (mainly) to reduce travel related anxieties. Psychographics use 
tourist experiences to rest and relax. 
With these basic descriptions, a series of psychometric-based studies (Chapter 3) 
were completed in an attempt to develop a reliable and valid tourism-specific 
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personality inventory. These studies highlighted the development and evaluation of 15 
items that arose from the qualitative analysis in Chapter 2. These 15 items had 
acceptable reliability, had face, content and criterion validity. While the Allocentric 
tourist personality inventory did not predict tourist destination choice (which seemed to 
be influenced by environmental variables including money, opportunity and time), it did 
predict preferences for tourist destinations and specific tourist-related activities 
(including pre-trip influences, types of pre-trip information, number and type of travel 
activities, quality of tourist-host interactions and issues associated with crime and 
safety. 
The next stage in the evaluation of (construct) validity is to theoretically create a 
tourist taxonomy, make specific predictions regarding a specific sub-set of tourists, and, 
evaluate the universality of the Allocentric tourist dimensions through a cross cultural 
study using a culturally different (collectivist) culture. 
Study 9. Development of a tourism personality taxonomy. 
The major influences on the development of a tourist taxonomy has been Cohen 
(1972, 1979); Pearce (1982); Yiannakis and Gibson (1992); Mo et al. (1994); Plog 
(1972) and Nickerson and Ellis (1991). Cohen’s (1972) early writings provided a 
positive role for tourists and the tourism industry in modern technological society. 
Cohen (1979) classified tourists in terms of two dimensions: degree of contact with the 
tourism industry; and, the degree tourists seek out novelty and become immersed in a 
foreign culture (from organized mass tourist to a drifter). Pearce in 1982 used multi-
variate analyses to create two dimensions: one similar to Cohen (1979) that was the 
degree of host contact; while the other dimension was dissimilar, the degree of (physical 
and social) exploitation. Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) used multi-dimensional scaling 
of travellers’ roles and named three dimensions, the first two reflecting Cohen’s (1979) 
formulations. These dimensions were: familiarity – strangeness; structure-
independence; and stimulation-tranquility. For instance, tourists in the explorer role 
would seek strangeness, be relatively independent from the travel industry, and seek 
stimulation from the novel destination. In contrast, the sun-lover would seek the 
familiar, rely on the structure of the travel industry and be seeking tranquility. The final 
research in this sequence was Mo et al. (1994). Their cluster analysis generated four 
tourist types who varied along the dimensions of familiarity versus novelty and 
destination versus social contact seekers. To summarize this research, the major 
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dimensions appear to be degree of novelty seeking, degree of tourist industry 
involvement, and the degree of social contact with hosts.  
The most influential psychology theory in tourism has been Plog’s (1972) 
formulation of psychographic types. Plog’s research involved large scale observations, 
interviews and surveys. Plog initially focused on people who had above average 
incomes but avoided flying when traveling. Plog’s insightful analysis described 
Allocentrics and (the dimensionally opposite) Psychocentrics. While the descriptions 
are extensive and have been expanded over the following 30 years, these two 
personality types differ on: free independent travel (versus reliance on the travel 
industry); novelty-seeking (versus seeking the familiar); and, being venturesome and 
risk-taking (versus planning etc. to reduce travel anxiety). While some researchers (Lee-
Hoxter & Lester, 1988; Smith, 1990; Griffith & Albanese, 1996) evaluated Plog’s 
theoretical formulations, only Nickerson and Ellis (1991) explanded Plog’s Allocentric 
– Psychocentric dimensions. They did this by adding an activity/extraversion 
dimension. Although theoretically this creates only four tourist typologies, Nickerson 
and Ellis (1991) generated eight types. The extravert – introvert (psycho-social) 
dimension was arbitrarily divided. That is, while extraversion remains a homogeneous 
factor both in the EPI (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975) and the NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 
1995), Nickerson and Ellis separated sociability to friends from sociability to strangers. 
That is, tourist types could be extraverted with co-travelers while at the same time could 
be the opposite with community hosts (i.e., introverted). While this may be appear to be 
true to lay people, there is no theoretical or research foundation for this dichotomy. That 
is, introverted people with friends are even more introverted in the presence of 
strangers, not more extraverted. 
With this background, the early research studies that formed the basis of this 
thesis developed the following themes. Tourists are best and comprehensively described 
using the four parameters: individual differences (demographics and psychographics); 
travel behaviours; psychosocial influences (of co-travelers and hosts); and, destination 
characteristics (revisits, foreign, etc.). The psychographic descriptions of Allocentrics 
and Psychocentrics have also included an extensive description in terms of these other 
parameters. That is, knowing the tourists psychographic profile (e.g., Allocentric) 
allowed researchers to produce an extensive description in terms of demographics, 
travel behaviours, psychosocial factors and destination characteristics. However, Study 
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5 (the concurrent validation study) clearly indicated that the Allocentric-Psychocentric 
dimension was related to Openness to new experiences (e.g., intellectual curiosity, 
novelty-seeking, seeking foreign experiences) and not Extraversion (i.e., the social 
personality dimension that includes lively, out-going, carefree, spontaneous, longing for 
excitement, enjoying interactions with strangers, etc.).  
In line with the recommendation by Nickerson and Ellis (1991) that tourists 
should be described on both extraversion and Allocentricism dimensions, this research 
developed four major interactive personality types. Such a research strategy leads to an 
increase in the predictive power of psychographic assessments of tourist personalities. 
Further, Ross (1994) indicated that such research would add theoretical, methodological 
and practical dimensions to the original theories. 
The first step in the process of validation is to determine if both of the 
dimensions have predictive validity. Eysenck’s EPI has been well researched in many 
areas of psychology and has both high levels of reliability and validity (see Buros, 1978 
for a complete review). The Psychocentric - Allocentric scale (created in previous 
studies in this thesis: Studies 5, 6; 7, and 8) has been developed and evaluated for 
reliability and validity.  
In terms of criterion validity, tourist were divided into Allocentrics and 
Psychocentrics by their scores on the Allocentric Personality Inventory and compared 
with their holiday destination preferences. Their personality score correctly predicted 
(on 83% of occasions) their destination preferences. However, this research has the 
same limitation as the research by Griffith and Albanese (1996), in that the independent 
Allocentric ratings of the ideal tourism experience were generated from the 
characteristics of the Allocentric personality measure. A better validation study (Thesis 
study 8) concluded that the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory could discriminate 
between tourist personality types in terms of pre-trip influences, pre-trip planning and 
booking, preference for activities while on tour, and evaluation of positive and negative 
tourist experiences.  
The second step in test validation is to develop theoretical constructs that 
adequately describe the proposed four key personality types. Figure 2 outlines the 
“extreme” descriptors of dimensions of Introversion - Extraversion and 
Psychocentricism - Allocentricism. As indicated by Study 7, these dimensions are not 
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correlated, form different independent factors, and thus can be described as orthogonal. 
However, to use both of these dimensions to describe the tourist, tourist preferences and 
tourist behaviours, these independent dimensions need to be integrated/combined to 
create four interdependent constructs. Figure 3 illustrates a possible 
independent/orthogonal relationship between extraversion and Allocentricism, and 
names and describes the possible personality profiles of these four theoretical 
constructs. Using these four personality profiles, it should now be possible to describe 
tourists, their preferences and behaviours. Table 9.1 provides theory-driven descriptors 
of behaviours of each personality typology. 
 
Figure 2. Traditional personality descriptions of Psychocentric-Allocentric and 
introvert-extrovert  
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Figure 3.  Name and proposed personality indicators for four independent, 
interdependent personality types 
Table 9.1. Tourist personality types and proposed associated tourist behaviours 
Personality type Proposed tourist behaviours 
#1 the Explorer own time / no timetables, gets to know hosts and their unique 
culture, not organised, not controlled, secluded / discrete 
destinations, enriches own knowledge, excitement, challenges, quiet 
in group / avoid crowds 
#2 the Adventurer travels with friends / not with unknown tourists, meets new people 
(especially hosts), travel not organised, activities optional, not 
regimented, avoids boredom by stopping at many places and doing 
exciting things, explores different cultures, sense of freedom 
#3 the Guided  travels only with spouse or special friend, sense of isolation and 
being alone (or in a discrete unit), everything arranged to avoid 
worries, misunderstandings, or over-expenditure, revisits favourite 
destinations, escapes life’s problems, relaxes, enjoys luxury, prefers 
the familiar, not foreign 
#4 the Groupie travels with group of friends or meets tourists on packaged tours, 
meets tourists / hosts of both sexes, goes to sun / beach / nightlife 
destinations that attract tourists, lots of activities including sporting 
events and theme parks, goes where there are crowds and action 
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Study 10. Cross cultural evaluation of the  Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory: 
China compared to Australia 
Purpose of study 
The aim of this present research was to determine the universality of the  
Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory. This research assessed the predictive validity 
of the  Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory on potential Chinese outbound 
travelers. The responses of the Chinese participants were subjected to a Factor Analysis 
and the solution was compared to the factor analysis completed on an Australian sample 
(see Thesis study 5). Using the factor structure of the Australian sample as a 
comparison, it was determined that the underlying tourist personality structure 
conceptualized by the Chinese participants was substantially and significantly different 
from the Australian (Western) sample. 
Overview 
One of the major questions related to the development of a trait personality 
measure is associated with generality (or universality). That is, can the Allocentric 
Tourist Personality Inventory be applied to a non-Western (Chinese) culture and be a 
valid measure of the Tourism Personality construct from a Chinese cultural perspective? 
While there has been extensive statistical research on China’s outbound tourism 
numbers and its economic and political impact on both China and overseas countries, 
there have been only limited research on personality, needs, motivations, expectations, 
and perceptions of potential outbound Chinese travelers (Bailey, 1994; Beck, Martin, 
Xu, & Qu, 2004; Chow, 1988; Li, Bai, & McCleary, 1996; Oudiette, 1990; Qu & Li, 
1997; Wen, 1997; 1998; Zhang & Lam, 1999; Zhang & Qu, 1996; Zhou, King, & 
Turner, 1998). This research approached this limitation by evaluating the applicability 
of a Westernized Tourism Personality segmentation on an Asian (Collectivist) 
population. 
One of the historical issues in cross-cultural research is how to conduct 
meaningful cross-cultural research. While traditional research in this (psychological 
area) assumed universal laws of behaviour (the ETIC approach), other social scientists 
(e.g., anthropologist and sociologists) focused on the unique aspects of differing 
cultures (the EMIC approach)(see Cheung & Leung, 1998; Church & Katigbak, 1988; 
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Smith & Bond, 1993). The EMIC – ETIC distinction was based on the linguistic 
concepts of phonetics and phonemics (Berry, 1989; Pike, 1967; Smith & Bond, 1993). 
While phonetics is associated with the universal nature of language, phonemics focuses 
on meaning and context of words (Pike, 1967). An ETIC analysis, then, focused on the 
universal aspects of human behaviour (the fact that all humans travel, visit and interact 
with others away from home). An EMIC analysis of these behaviours focused on the 
different and varied ways these activities are expressed within any specific culture (what 
specific destinations and tourist activities each culture prefer to complete) (Smith & 
Bond, 1993).  
Reviews of psychological research across cultural groups have highlighted three 
different methods of cross-cultural research: imposed ETIC; parallel EMIC; and derived 
ETIC (Berry, 1969, 1989). Researchers using the imposed ETIC approach take 
assessments that have been validated and standardised in Western cultures and directly 
apply them to more than one culture. Traditionally, these researchers’ intentions were to 
find cross-cultural differences (Smith & Bond, 1993). A number of researchers have 
questioned the validity of this research strategy (Cheung & Leung, 1998; Smith & 
Bond, 1993; Triandis et al., 1993). The predominance of the imposed ETIC strategy in 
cross-cultural research and its limitations regarding equivalence has been extensively 
reviewed (Church & Katigbak, 1988; Lonner, 1981; Sundberg & Gonzales, 1981). 
These limitations have been demonstrated by inconsistent findings across cultures; 
different factorial structures, different factor loadings of the same test across cultural 
groups; and, the presence of culture specific factors when parallel EMIC research is 
completed (Cheung, 1996; Cheung & Leung, 1998; Church & Katigbak, 1988; Davis, 
1986; Smith & Bond, 1993). For example, Davis (1986) highlighted the following 
limitations: cultures vary on how test-wise they are; some cultures have difficulty 
marking (or ordering) stimuli along a (Likert-type) continuum; some cultures have 
difficulty answering a complex question with a ‘‘tick’’; Western questionnaires fail to 
provide enough context to be adequately answered by some cultures; and many other 
cultures are reluctant to generalise (will speak for oneself but not for others or speak for 
another but not for a group or community). The imposed ETIC approach relies on the 
questionable assumption that the research instrument, the experimental or testing setting 
and the context of the test have the same meaning to foreign participants as they did to 
those in the original (Western) culture. However, Berry (1969, 1989) indicated that this 
Imposed ETIC approach is the first step in cross cultural research. If there is no 
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(construct) similarity then, Berry (1989) suggested researchers complete an alternate 
methodology (i.e., parallel EMIC). Berry proposed that researchers should construct and 
validate indigenous test instruments for each culture and then make comparisons to 
determine if each culture’s personality constructs are the same. In accordance with this 
proposition, the present study employs an imposted ETIC strategy to determine if 
Allocentricism has universality. 
Method 
Participants 
A purposive stratified sample (N = 303) of Chinese residents was surveyed 
(from the Shandong Province). The sample consisted of 134 males (43% of the total 
sample), with an average age of 32 years (range 18 – 77 years), with nearly half (48.2%) 
attaining a University education. There life cycle status reflected a bimodal distribution 
with singles constituting 50.2% of the total sample and mature families (with or without 
adult child at home) making up a further 30.4%.  
Materials 
The survey was divided into two main sections: 
Demographics – This section surveyed respondents on demographics such as 
gender, age, education level, life cycle status, occupation, and personal annual income. 
Psychographics – This section utilized the  Allocentric Tourist Personality 
Inventory to determine the tourist personality type of the potential Chinese international 
tourist. The inventory has good internal reliability and reasonable predictive validity for 
respondents from Western cultures (see Thesis study 5). 
Procedure and data analysis 
The sample was categorized into the four personality typologies. The typology 
distribution was presented in Table 10.1. There was an unequal division between 
Allocentrics (n = 92) and Psychocentrics (n= 211) but an equal division of introversion 
(n = 165) and extraversion (n = 138) Thus, the four tourist personality typologies were 
not randomly distributed. A Chi-square analysis (χ2 = 86.62, df = 1, p < 0.001) 
indicated a significant departure from random distribution. The sample has a 
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significantly greater number of Guided (Psychocentric/introverts) and Adventurer 
(Allocentric/extraverts) types. Further, a phi correlation (φ = .535, p < 0.05) indicated a 
significant correlation between the dimension of Allocentricism and extraversion. 
Table 10.1. Sample distribution by personality typologies 
 Introversion Extraversion Total 
Allocentric Explorer 
13 
Adventurer 
79 
 
92 
Psychocentric Guided 
152 
Groupie 
59 
 
211 
Total 165 138 303 
 
Using the factor analysis program of the statistical package SPSS (version 
13.00), the 303 responses associated with Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory was 
data reduced to a two-factor solution. This outcome was compared to the factor analysis 
solution for the Australian (Westernized) sample. The analysis compared factor 
structures across cultural groups. 
Results and discussion 
Tourist personality type and demographic profile 
Table 10.2 presents a summary of the demographics of the four tourist 
personality types. There are no significant inter-group differences for gender and 
education level. For age, the Adventurer tourist type (Allocentric, Extravert) was 
significantly younger than the Explorer tourist type (Allocentric, Introvert). This was 
consistent with the literature on the personality dimension of extraversion that indicated 
that as people age, they displayed more introverted behaviour. There was also a 
significant inter-group difference in terms of life-cycle stage. This was partially 
explained in terms of age. For instance, the youngest tourist type, the Adventurer, had a 
significantly higher proportion of single people. The Explorer group, the oldest tourist 
typology, had the largest percentage of mature couples with no children living at home. 
The family with young children in the home was poorly represented in this sample. 
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Table 10.2: Summary of base (dependent) variables constituting the four-cluster 
solution 
  Tourist personality types 
Variables Overall 
sample 
Groupie Adventurer Guided Explorer 
N  
(%) 
303 
(100%) 
59 
(19.4%) 
79 
(26.1%) 
152 
(50.2%) 
13 
(4.3%) 
Gender (% males) 
χ2 = 1.63, df = 3, non-sign. 
 
43 
 
44 
 
47 
 
40 
 
54 
Age (years)  
F (3, 299) = 9.469, p < 0.002 
 
32.0 
 
34.9 
 
27.5 
 
32.5 
 
39.2 
Education (% tertiary)  
χ2 = 2.44, df = 6, non-sign. 
 
48.2 
 
54.2 
 
48.1 
 
47.4 
 
30.7 
Overseas travel (% yes)  
χ2 = 3.27, df = 6, non-sign. 
 
15.5 
 
18.6 
 
17.7 
 
13.2 
 
15.4 
Comparison of factor structure of Chinese sample with Australian sample 
The results of the exploratory factor analysis are presented in Table 10.3. The 
two-factor tourist personality structure generated from the Chinese sample has the two 
distinct Western culture dimensions (Allocentricism and Extraversion) inter-mixed. The 
strongest components of Factor 1 are “active” items from the Extraversion scale 
including: “Life of party”; “lively person”; “Long for excitement”; and “spontaneous” 
(or acting on spur of the moment). The Allocentric items on this factor included: 
“visiting novel destinations”; “sun, surf and sand”; “being highly active”; and “being 
adventuresome”. Given the number of active items and the combination of Extravert 
and Allocentric items, this factor was labelled “Active adventurers”. The second factor 
was made up of a majority of introvert and Psychocentric items that emphasized 
conservative travel by land transport to similar (to home) destinations. The significant 
Psychocentric items included: “Drive not fly”, “similar to home”; “non-foreign 
atmosphere”; and, “arranged travel”. The items on Factor 2 were conceptualized as 
“non-active” with a predominance of introvert and Psychocentric items. Factor 2 has 
been labelled “non-active, guided”. Interestingly, the items that failed to reach 
significance on either factor reflected essential Allocentric traits such as exploring new 
cultures, accepting basic amenities, and avoiding package tours to familiar destinations. 
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Table 10.3 Factor structure: Component matrix for the Chinese tourist sample 
Abbreviated items construct Loading of factors 
 Component 1 Component 2 
Factor 1: Active, adventurer 
Life of party Extraversion .80 -.02 
Lively person Extraversion .78 .07 
Long for excitement Extraversion .71 .07 
Spontaneous  Extraversion .60 .24 
Novel destination Allocentric .59 -.02 
Quiet with others* Extraversion -.58 .11 
Go out a lot Extraversion .58 .12 
Usually carefree  Extraversion .57 .32 
Sun, surf and sand Allocentric .51 .11 
Highly active Allocentric .50 .27 
Adventuresome  Allocentric .44 .44 
Another culture Allocentric .40 -.11 
Non-touristy Allocentric .38 -.11 
Explore alone Allocentric .17 .13 
Accept basic amenities Allocentric .10 -.05 
 
Factor 2: Non-active, guided 
Anything for a dare  Extraversion .35 .75 
Talk to a stranger Extraversion .03 .62 
Drive not fly  Allocentric -.27 .61 
Slow to move* Extraversion -.48 .61 
Similar to home* Allocentric -.14 .61 
Non-foreign atmosphere Allocentric -.08 .57 
Arranged travel  Allocentric .09 .56 
Visit destination before others Allocentric .25 .54 
Meet lots of people  Extraversion .05 .52 
Consult book not person* Extraversion .03 .47 
Bring life to a dull party Extraversion .17 .35 
Familiar destination Allocentric .21 .28 
Prefer package vacation Allocentric .01 -.05 
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There are a number of comments regarding this comparative analysis. The 
structure of the Chinese factor solution was totally distinct from the Australian factor 
structure. While Australians appeared to conceptualize two distinct independent 
dimensions (tourist behaviours and degree of social interaction – with co-travellers or 
hosts), the Chinese solution combined being active, social, and adventurous within a 
total tourist experience. That is, culturally valued tourism in China appeared to be 
“travelling long distances, in highly social groups with the motivation to enjoy 
themselves”. The second form of valued tourism seemed to be related to “Traditional 
trips involving short road transport trips and behaving in a tradition reserved way by 
visiting and family and friends”. These two dimensions may reflect the two major 
tourist opportunities for Chinese travellers. The Active Adventurer selects international 
travel that is dominated by tour groups (Allocentric-venturesome, Extraversion-social) 
and the Non-active, Guided tourist who is involved in traditional Chinese travel 
(Psychocentric-family visits, introverted-formal) to family as part of filial duty in a 
collectivist society. A final observation was the location of “enjoying commonplace 
activities such as sun, surf and sand” This item was constructed as part of a 
Psychocentric trait focusing on going to the beach in the summer holiday (from work) 
and spending most time resting and relaxing. However, in this factor analysis, the 
Chinese respondents seem to be conceptualizing “sun, surf and sand” as Allocentric. 
That is, in Australia, the beach holiday is common and perceived as Psychocentric, 
whereas in China, a surf beach holiday implies an overseas trip to places such as USA 
or Australia (certainly Allocentric in nature). Hence this item has to be contextualized 
with the prevailing culture. Such examples of culture-specific meanings to these tourist 
traits indicated that the imposed ETIC was insufficient to understand the cultural 
meaning of tourist personality. It was recommended that the same EMIC process that 
occurred throughout this thesis be employed cross culturally. That is, complete a 
qualitative analysis and lexical analysis on tourist-related descriptors within the 
language of another culture. The construction through EMIC-based research of a culture 
specific tourist personality inventory should highlight the cultural differences (parallel 
EMIC, Berry, 1989). It can be concluded that the imposed ETIC research strategy had 
demonstrated that there are cross-cultural differences in the meaning of the tourist 
experience and the relative importance of the essential tourist behaviours (such as, 
going to the beach, visiting friends and relatives, etc.). 
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In conclusion, the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory (a test developed for 
Western cultures) was applied to the potential Chinese outbound market. The overall 
distribution was not even. There was a predominance of the Guided type 
(Psychocentric, Introverted) and an under-representation of the Explorer type 
(Allocentric, Introverted). A significant positive correlation occurred between the 
Allocentricism and Extroversion dimension. When comparing the underlying tourist 
personality structure, there was minimal agreement and therefore the Allocentric Tourist 
Personality Inventory is not universal and should not be used in assessing tourism in 
countries that have predominately collective culture values. 
Evaluation of theoretical factors 
This research attempted to validate cross culturally the four tourism personality 
types that had been previously proposed (see Study 9).  The Allocentric Tourist 
Personality Inventory measured both the Allocentric and Extraversion dimensions of 
personality and was used on a Chinese sample to provide support for universality. 
However, the principle finding of this study was that the Allocentric Tourist Personality 
Inventory does not measure a universal tourist trait dimension. The three statistical 
measures that evaluated the Chinese Tourist Personality in this study all indicated 
significant difference when compared to the Australian (Western) sample (see Study 5). 
First there was a statistically significant positive correlation between Allocentricism and 
Extraversion. This finding was in contrast with previous studies (Lee-Hoxter & Lester, 
1988; Smith, 1990; Griffith & Albanese, 1996; Jackson et al., 1999) that have 
consistently found no systematic relationship between the dimensions. It was also 
contrary to the development of the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory that was 
statistically manipulated (using a factor analysis with orthogonal rotations) to create two 
independent dimensions (Jackson et al., 1999).  
This indicated that the Chinese sample perceived Allocentric tourist behaviours 
(seeking novelty, being independent of tourism industry, and seeking and interacting 
with hosts) as being associated with being extraverted (e.g., active, lively, risk-taking). 
In contrast, Psychocentric travelers (revisiting friends and relatives) were perceived as 
having few social demands. From this, there appeared to be two types of Chinese 
tourists. The Active Adventurers (Allocentric/Extraverts) who traveled independently 
overseas and the dimensionally opposite, Passive Guided (Psychocentric/Introversts) 
who traveled short distances to honour family traditions to respect/visit family. 
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Statistically, the Passive Guided made up the largest sample and were the least likely to 
travel overseas. This notion was reinforced by the finding that there was an unequal 
distribution of tourist personality sub-types. The Guided subtype was the largest and 
was followed by the dimensional opposite, the Adventurer type.  
The bias may arise because of cultural differences and the maturity of the 
tourism industry in China. The over-representation (52%) of the Guided tourist segment 
reflected an introverted and Psychocentric combination. In Jackson et al. (2001) the 
description of the Guided tourist type included introverted characteristics such as the 
desire to travel in small groups (with spouse or special friends), avoid large crowds and 
create a sense of separation/isolation. From the psychographic viewpoint, the Guided 
tourist types prefer pre-arranged trips to avoid worries, misunderstandings and over-
expenditure. They are meticulous, cautious, prepared, considered, and conservative. 
They generally like to escape life’s problems, relax, and enjoy luxury. The tourist type 
described here reflects the influence of Confucian thoughts on Chinese people. In 
comparison with other cultures, Chinese people are prudent and conservative in their 
behaviour and they usually keep a certain distance from new acquaintances. They will 
seek out services offered by the travel industry. However, because Chinese outbound 
tourism started much later than in more developed tourism cultures, travel modes, and 
packages are not yet mature (in terms of offering Allocentric experiences). The majority 
of Chinese international travelers are not sophisticated and confident enough to 
undertake Allocentric type tourist experiences (free, independent travel to unknown, 
under-developed, exotic, remote locations). As the tourism industry matures, the 
preference for more Allocentric type tourist experiences may increase (and this may be 
reflected in a shift in the ratio from Psychocentric to Allocentric tourist types).  
The under-representation of the Explorer type (Allocentric and Introverted) can 
be explained in terms of culture and personality. Allocentric personality types have been 
associated with individualism and venturesome/risk taking, personality characteristics 
that are not traditionally associated with members of the Chinese culture. Further, 
without a mature tourist industry, there would be a lack of availability of tourist product 
that involved choosing not to pre-plan and pre-book and choosing to explore alone in 
foreign, unusual, exotic destinations. A further study on what part of the potential 
outbound tourist population travels domestically and how they plan and organize their 
travel would be necessary to determine if the sample was biased. The small size of the 
192 
sample and the possible bias in selection threaten the validity of this research. The final 
statistic was the failure of the Factor Analysis of the Chinese data to successfully 
replicate the Australian (Western) tourist personality structure. This supports the 
positive significant correlation between Allocentricism and Extraversion and the 
predominance of Adventurer and Guided tourist personality sub types. The solution of 
the Factor Analysis for the Chinese sample presented two factors that were constituted 
with a complete mixture of Allocentric and Extraverted items. This indicated a factor 
solution that ran obliquely through the solution for the Western Culture.  
The two explanations of this involve the degree of individualism and the 
information that Allocentricism is correlated with Openness to new experiences. In 
terms of Individualism, early research in this thesis (Study 4) had individualism as a 
primary trait of the Allocentric tourist personality dimension. If this is so, then it may be 
that this trait is definable and recognizable in cultures high on Individualism, but may 
be diverse and mixed with other trait dimensions (e.g., Extraversion) in cultures that are 
high on Collectivism. Similarly, the correlation between Allocentricism and Openness 
to new experiences may indicate a culture specific concept. Openness is the Big Five 
personality trait that is the weakest in terms of universality.  
In conclusion, this study found that the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory 
was not universal and that further parallel EMIC research is needed to ascertain what 
culture specific aspects are parts of tourist personality. In future research, the role of 
culture value (especially Individualism) needs to be evaluated (see next study). 
Study 11 Analysis of tourists attending Tourist Visitation Centres (TIC). 
Purpose of Study 
The aim of the present study was to determine criterion (especially predictive) 
validity of the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory. The previous 10 studies have 
formed a theoretical foundation for the Tourist trait dimensional concept of 
Allocentricism-Psychocentricism and the four personality sub-types: Adventurer, 
Explorer, Groupie, and Guided. A survey of overseas and domestic tourists attending a 
Tourist Information Centre in Melbourne, Australia and collected data on nine variables 
associated with the four themes that describe tourists (see Study 2). These themes and 
variables are: demographics (age, culture values); travel behaviours (pre-planning, use 
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of internet); psychosocial factors (co-travellers, reasons for visit); and, destination 
characteristics (first versus re-visit, length of stay, cultural similiarity). Construct 
specific hypotheses were developed, explained with previous research and successfully 
tested. 
Overview 
The final step in the validation process is to complete a series of construct - 
identification procedures (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). The construct validity of a test is 
the extent to which a test measures a theoretical construct or trait. Anatasi and Urbina 
(1997) stated “construct validation requires a gradual accumulation of information from 
a variety of sources” (p. 126). Anatasi and Urbina (1997) cite the following strategies to 
develop construct validation: factor analysis; internal consistency; multi-method multi-
trait matrix evaluation; convergent and discriminant validation; and, predictive 
validation. The evaluative research on this thesis has completed the following 
assessments: reliability analysis (Study 5); Factor Analysis (Study 5); triangulation 
(Studies 2 and 3); Convergent validation (Study 6); Predictive validation (Studies 7 and 
8); and, universality or generality to a new culture (Study 10). The basis for this series 
of research studies was the qualitative (descriptive) data analysis in Study 4 that directly 
arose from the fundamental analyses of Studies 1, 2, and 3. All these studies have 
contributed to construct validation. At this time in the research process, a reliable and 
valid instrument has been developed. Current research should standardise the instrument 
using either a random or representative sample of the total population. This will allow 
the development of norms and standardised scores for future comparative research 
(Anatasi & Urbina, 1997).  
This type of research will also link to other consumer/marketing tourism 
research information. The next two research studies continue this validation process. 
The first study predicted the profile of tourists who visit (Australian) Tourist 
Information Centres and predicted psychographic differences in terms of: 
demographics; pre-trip behaviours (including pre-bookings); reasons for the trip; co-
travellers; familiarity of destination; and, length of stay in Australia. The major 
implication of this research for tourism was that the development of a reliable and valid 
tourist personality inventory will allowed the industry to more (cost) effectively plan, 
develop, market and service, in a sustainable manner, the rapidly expanding numbers of 
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tourists. The final study in this chapter was a similar predictive validity study but 
involving tourist psychographics and tourist crime victimization. 
The aim of this present research was to use a quasi-experimental design to 
determine the predictive validity of these tourist typologies. This research assessed the 
predictive validity of travel factors across the four major themes: demographics, travel 
behaviours, psychosocial factors, and destination characteristics. The two variables that 
were evaluated under demographics were age and culture/ethnicity. While the 
qualitative analysis (Study 4) indicated no correlational relationship between 
Allocentricism and age, a subsequent study (Thesis study 6) found a negative 
correlation between Allocentricism and age. That is, as tourists’ age, they are more 
likely to select Psychocentric type tourist experiences. Further, mainstream 
psychological personality research has consistently found a negative correlation 
between Extraversion and age (Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000). While the Allocentric 
tourist dimension has been identified in at least 20 different nationalities (Thesis study 
4), the relationship between cultural factors and Allocentricism remains unclear (see 
Study 10). While this study did not compare different nationalities with each other, it 
did ascertain if two (of the five) of Hofstede’s culture values are related to 
Allocentricism. For example, in the qualitative analysis of Allocentricism (Thesis study 
4), Allocentric tourists were described as individualistic and therefore there may be a 
greater percentage of Allocentrics in Individualistic cultures (compared to Collectivist 
cultures).  
Two specific aspects of travel behaviours were evaluated: use of internet and 
tourist industry web-sites; and, amount of pre-planning and pre-booking (of 
accommodation). In terms of use of internet, it was predicted that Allocentrics would 
have the higher uptake of this new technology and further, it would allow them to have 
greater independence from the tourist industry. In contrast, Psychocentrics should have 
high levels of pre-planning and pre-booking to reduce their travel anxieties.  
In terms of psychosocial influences, the two dependent variables are: presence of 
co-travelers; and, reason for travel. The Allocentric-Psychocentric tourist dimension 
remains silent on the social aspects of travel (that is, the presence of co-travelers and the 
amount of social interaction during travel). Therefore, it was predicted there would be 
no Allocentric-Psychocentric differences in the presence of travel companions. 
However, it was predicted that there were differences in relation to Extraversion (the 
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social personality dimension) and Introversion (preference to travel alone). 
Psychocentric tourists were more likely to be visiting friends and relatives (VFR) 
compared to Allocentrics who preferred to visit new destinations.  
There were three dependent variables to be assessed in terms of destination 
characteristics: first (versus repeat visit); length of stay; and, cultural distance. From 
previous research (Thesis study 4), it was predicted that Allocentrics are more likely to 
visit novel destinations (and therefore this tourist dimension should be associated with 
an increase percentage of first visits). Further, Psychocentrics were more likely to seek 
out the familiar and therefore have a greater percentage of re-visits (including re-visiting 
friends and relatives). Allocentrics were likely to travel further to remote, exotic locales 
and therefore it was hypothesized that they will stay longer to enable them to interact 
with the host community. Finally previous research has indicated that Allocentric 
tourists are interested in visiting foreign communities and interacting with culturally 
dissimilar hosts. Thus, it was predicted that Allocentric tourists are more likely to be 
international visitors from cultures that are markedly different from that of Australia.  
This validation study was conceived as the critical test of the Allocentric tourist 
personality inventory. The inventory was constructed from two dimensions: the (new) 
Allocentric-Psychocentric dimension; and, an orthogonal extraversion-introversion 
dimension. In general terms, tourists were assessed on their tourism-specific preferences 
and behaviours (Allocentric) and independently assessed on the social interactions 
during tourist experiences (extraversion). This psychographic instrument categorized 
tourists into four personality types that were described using the extremes of the two 
dimensions. Therefore, the four tourist types are constituted: Adventurer 
(Allocentric/Extraversion); Explorer (Allocentric/Introversion); Guided 
(Psychocentric/Introversion); and, Groupie (Psychocentric/Introversion). While these 
were conceived as the four extreme ends of the two continua, this study attempted to 
distinguish each of these tourist types in terms of the dependent variables. 
This study evaluated the inventory at two levels: trait dimension and tourist type. 
A correlation analysis between each tourist behaviour (dependent variable) and 
Allocentricism and Extraversion evaluated the overall influence of the two independent 
personality dimensions. At the level of tourist types, statistical tests of differences were 
used to determine if there were reliable differences between the four tourist personality 
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types. From previous research and theory development, the following predictive 
hypotheses were evaluated. 
Demographics – Age 
Initial research (McCrae & Costa, 1994; West & Graziano, 1989) into 
personality has indicated that personality types should not vary across adulthood. That 
is, personality traits remain fixed over the adult life span. To support this contention, 
part of the standard psychological definition of personality includes the notion of 
stability over the life span (Harkness & Hogan, 1995; Lefton, 1997). However, current 
research using meta-analysis (Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000) has found a negative 
correlation between age and Extraversion. Thus, as tourists age, it was predicted that 
they will score lower on extraversion. Therefore, older tourists are more likely to 
indicate taking care and avoiding risks, less likely to report completing a lot of day time 
activities and going out in the evenings, report relaxing and avoid being rushed, and are 
more likely to read to seek out knowledge about the tourist destination. While no 
research has equated age with Allocentricism-Psychocentricism, it was predicted that as 
tourists’ age they become more Psychocentric. Allocentric traits such as being active, 
seeking out new experiences and adventures and accepting basic amenities are much 
more likely to be associated with younger tourists. Thus, it would be predicted that the 
oldest personality sub-type would be the Guided (Psychocentric, Introvert) tourist who 
would travel with a friend or special friend, pre-arrange most aspects of the tour to 
avoid hassles, revisit familiar and favourite destinations and escape life’s problems with 
luxury and relaxation. The youngest tourist group was most likely to be the Adventurer 
type (Allocentric, Extraverts) who will travel with friends, want to meet new people 
(especially within the host community), not be overly planned or organized, and avoid 
boredom by stopping at many destinations and being active. 
Demographics – culture values 
Hofstede (1980) surveyed 116,000 employees of a multi-national organization in 
more than 50 countries and proposed four major culture value dimensions. Power 
Distance is a measure of acceptance of the unequal distribution of power in their own 
society. Uncertainty Avoidance refers to the extent to which people feel threatened by 
organizational ambiguity. Individualism refers to the tendency to focus on themselves 
rather than considering significant others (Collectivism). Masculinity refers to focusing 
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on the task rather than process when problem solving. For the purpose of this research, 
only the two most relevant (of the five) culture values were assessed: Uncertainty 
avoidance and Individualism. Allocentric tourist types were more likely to be associated 
with cultures that have low levels of avoidance of uncertain situations. That is, 
Allocentrics, as part of their personality profile, complete minimal pre-planning and 
booking (thus, expose themselves to high levels of uncertainty). Further, they are 
venturesome and risk-takers which implies exploring and (problem) solving travel 
unknowns as they arise. There was no predicted relationship between the social 
dimension of Extraversion and Uncertainty Avoidance. The Uncertainty Avoidance 
culture value focused on behaviours that can be put in place to decrease uncertainty and 
remains silent on the social aspects of these behaviours. Hence, Explorer (Allocentric, 
Introverts) and Adventurer (Allocentric, Extraverts) tourist types were both likely to 
originate from nations with low Uncertainty Avoidance while Guided (Psychocentric, 
Introvert) and Groupie (Psychocentric,  Extravert) tourist personality types were likely 
to have a high Uncertainty avoidance culture value background. The Allocentric 
personality has individualism as a basic psychological trait. Allocentrics have been 
described as independent, have an internal locus of control (and therefore inner-
directed), have a strong sense of self, are self-assured, self-confident and uses tourist 
experiences for both self-development and self-fulfilment (see Study 4). Thus, it was 
predicted that people scoring high on Allocentricism will have a high drive toward 
individualism and are statistically more likely to come from countries that are ranked 
high on the culture value Individualism. Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) and McCrae and 
Costa (1997) indicated that the personality dimension Extraversion was culture free and 
therefore there should be no statistical relationship between Extraversion and the culture 
value of Individualism. It was therefore predicted that both Allocentric tourist types 
(Explorer and Adventurer) were statistically more likely to originate from countries 
ranked high on Individualism. 
Tourist behaviour – pre-planning by booking accommodation before arrival 
Psychocentric personality types are more likely to book accommodation, tours, 
and attractions before they arrive. This is because they prefer packaged tours, like all 
travel details prearranged, will try to avoid delays and misunderstandings (especially 
with hosts) and will try and avoid wasting time and money. Tourists who score high on 
the introversion scale are also more likely to preplan and pre-book. Introverts are not 
198 
spontaneous and carefree, therefore planning and organizational details are important. 
Further, introverts are more studious and like to seek out their own (travel) information 
in a quiet and orderly manner. Thus, pre-booking would be preferred to the hassle and 
chaos of booking at a busy “front desk”. It was therefore predicted that the Guided 
(Psychocentric, Introvert) tourist type would be most likely to plan and pre-book, while 
the Adventurer (Allocentric, Extravert) would be the least likely to book in advance. 
Tourist behaviour – use of internet and tourist industry web-sites 
Allocentric tourist types have been defined as venturesome and risk-taking and 
therefore they should embrace the opportunity to use new technology as part of their up-
coming tourist experience. Further, Allocentrics have above average incomes and are 
well-educated and therefore have the ability to purchase computers and internet access, 
and use web-based tourist sites for information and product purchase. Finally, 
Allocentrics do minimal planning and pre-booking, are frequent travelers and have a 
high uptake on new products. Therefore, they are less likely to perceive the need for 
extensive consultation with a travel profession who is interested in thorough planning 
and widespread advance purchases. Allocentrics should be able to find new product on 
the industry based web sites and can easily book their minimium requirements such as 
basic airfare and first night’s accommodation. The use of web-based technology is 
likely to suit introverted travelers (with extraverted tourists more likely to seek 
information from other people. Hence, the Explorer (Allocentric, Introvert) tourist type 
is most likely to use the internet and tourism industry web sites, while the Groupie 
(Psychocentric, Extravert) would be the least likely to find and use products accessed 
via the internet. 
Psycho-social influences – traveling alone 
The Explorer (Allocentric, Iintrovert) is the most likely tourist type to be 
travelling alone. The Explorer type prefers secluded destinations that avoids groups or 
crowds, and likes to be alone to enhance the interaction with the local host community. 
The Guided (Psychocentric, Introvert) will avoid mass tourism settings but is likely to 
be travelling with a special friend or spouse (and therefore not alone). There should be a 
strong negative correlation between travelling alone and the personality dimension 
extraversion. The Adventurer (Allocentric, Extravert) and the Groupie (Psychocentric, 
Extravert) tourist type are both outgoing and prefer travelling in groups and meeting 
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either hosts (Adventurer type) or other tourists (the Groupie type). It was predicted that 
the Groupie sub-type would be the least likely to travel alone as this sub-type is more 
likely to travel with family and friends and more likely to choose to travel with a tour 
group.  
Psychosocial influences – reasons for travel (VFR) 
Psychocentric tourists are more likely to be visiting friends and relatives than 
Allocentric tourists are. Psychocentrics prefer to travel with family, prefer non-tourist 
destinations that are similar to home and are less inclined to meet strangers and people / 
hosts from different cultures. These tourists, it is predicted, are also more likely to be 
introverts. Such (introverted) tourists are quiet with others (especially with strangers), 
prefer to read and gain tourist knowledge (versus meeting hosts and other tourists), and 
prefer the known (family members) than the unknown (foreign strangers). It was 
therefore hypothesized that the Guided (Psychocentric, Introvert) tourist type is more 
likely to visit friends and relatives and that the Adventurer type (Allocentric, 
Extraverted) was more likely to describe their trip in terms of new destinations and 
novel activities. 
Destination characteristics – First versus revisit 
Allocentric tourists are statistically much more likely to be completing a first 
visit. Allocentrics prefer to seek out novel destinations, to explore new surroundings 
and to meet new people from different cultures. In contrast, Psychocentrics are more 
likely to revisit familiar destinations and would prefer to meet people from their (same) 
culture. Tourists with extraverted personality types are more likely to take risks, are 
more adventurous and prefer to avoid boredom by seeking out the novel. Hence, 
extraverted tourists are more likely to go to new destinations and thus be on a first visit, 
while introverted tourists will be more conservative and would prefer to revisit the 
familiar.  
Destination characteristics – Length of stay 
While decisions about length of stay are likely to be strongly influenced by costs 
and time availability, it would be predicted that Allocentric tourists would prefer longer 
stays. Allocentric tourists would prefer to explore and understand the novel and thus 
would choose a period in their lives when there was enough time to achieve such a 
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travel goal. Further, avoiding tourist venues, meeting non-tourist industry hosts and 
accepting basic amenities will allow Allocentric tourists to “stretch” their monetary 
resources and thus allow them to plan longer stays. Tourists with introverted 
personalities are likely to stay longer. Introverted tourists tend to be slow and unhurried, 
are careful with resources and safety, and have a strong desire to seek out their own 
knowledge in their own time. Extraverted tourists, in contrast, are full of energy, like 
going out a lot, will join tour groups to learn about the destination, and long for 
excitement and change. Thus, extraverted tourists are more likely to get bored and 
quickly move on to a new destination. Thus, the Explorer (Allocentric, Introvert) tourist 
personality sub-type is likely to stay the longest, while the Groupie (Psychocentric, 
Extravert) tourist is likely to stay the shortest period of time. 
Destination characteristics – cultural similarity 
As with length of stay, tourist destination has been shown to be influenced by 
many factors (Calantone, di Benedetto, & Bojanic, 1987; Uysal & Crompton, 1985; 
Witt & Witt, 1995). The relationship between cultural diversity and travel has not been 
extensively explored (exceptions Jackson, 2000; 2001). However, given that tourism 
generally involves travel to diverse destinations and cultural interactions, theory-based 
predictions can be made. It would be predicted a negative correlation between cultural 
similarity and Allocentricism. That is, Allocentric tourists are more likely to seek out 
and interact with cultures that are dissimilar to their own. Thus, Allocentric tourists will 
come from cultures with different values than Australia. In contrast, Psychocentrics are 
likely to seek out the familiar and therefore visit cultures that have similar values to 
their own. In this way, Psychocentric tourists will avoid the unfamiliar and avoid 
cultural misunderstandings. Further, tourists who are more extraverted and out-going 
are also more likely to seek out cultures that are different from their own. Extraverted 
tourists will have a strong desire to interact and learn from unfamiliar strangers such as 
hosts and / or tourists from different cultures. Thus, it was predicted that the Guided 
personality type (Psychocentric, Introverted) will represent tourists who come from 
similar cultures to Australia, whereas the Adventurer-type (Allocentric, Extraverted) 
will reflect personality types from cultures that are diverse when compared to Australia. 
The possible exception may be tourists originating from collective cultures (such as 
Japan, South Korea) that may tour highly individualistic cultures such as Australia, but 
minimize the travel/culture shock by visiting in highly organized packaged tours 
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(Jackson, 2000; Pizam & Sussman, 1995). Table 11.1 summarizes the 10 variables and 
theory-driven predictions. 
Table 11.1. Summary table of research hypotheses 
 Correlation with Subtype with 
Variable Allocentricism extraversion highest score lowest score 
Age Negative Negative  Guided  Adventurer  
Culture value UCA 
Culture value IND 
Positive 
Positive  
None 
None 
Allocentric  
Allocentric  
Psychocentric  
Psychocentric  
Booked prior Negative  Negative  Guided  Adventurer  
Internet use Positive  Negative  Explorer  Groupie  
Travel alone None Negative  Introvert  Extravert 
Reason for visit Negative  Negative  Guided  Adventurer  
First visit Positive  Positive  Adventurer  Guided  
Length of stay Positive  Negative  Explorer  Groupie  
Culture Negative  Negative Guided  Adventurer  
 
Method 
Participants 
Two hundred and thirty one tourists seeking information from a Melbourne City 
Tourist Information Centre (TIC) completed a brief survey form. The sample included 
154 (or 66.6%) tourists who were visiting Melbourne for the first time and who planned 
to stay in Australia for an average of 52 days. The principle purpose of their trips was: 
leisure/holiday (54.2%); visiting friends and relatives (26.2%); and, business/sport 
(21.3%). The mean age of the sample was 43.1 years (range 18 – 73 years). The TIC 
visitors that were surveyed included domestic tourists (25.4%) and international 
travelers from 26 different countries. 
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Materials 
The completed survey contained three sections: personal information (age, 
gender, presence of co-travelers, etc); travel information (first versus revisit; length of 
stay; reason for trip; use of internet, etc); and, the Allocentric Tourist Personality 
Inventory. The Inventory contained 30 items: 15 items measuring Allocentricism-
Psychocentricism and 15 items measuring extraversion-introversion.  
Procedure and data analysis 
The sample was categorized into the four personality typologies using the 
previously reported factorial solution. The typology distribution is presented in Table 
11.2. While there is an equal division between Allocentrics (n = 115) and 
Psychocentrics (n= 116) and introversion (n = 106) and extraversion (n = 125), the four 
tourist personality typologies are not randomly distributed. A Chi-square analysis (χ2 = 
20.15, df = 1, p < 0.05) indicated a significant departure from random distribution. The 
sample has a significantly greater number of Guided (Psychocentric, Introverts) and 
Adventurer (Allocentric, Extraverts) types. Further, a phi correlation (φ = .29, p < 0.05) 
indicates a significant correlation between the dimension of Allocentricism-
Psychocentricism and extraversion-introversion. This analysis indicates that the 
Allocentric – Extraversion correlation is not due to statistical similarities in the two 
dimensions, but that the quasi- (self selected) sample that chooses to visit TIC is 
statistically more likely to include Guided (Psychocentric, Introvert) and Adventurer 
(Allocentric, Extraversion) tourist types. 
Table 11.2. Sample distribution by personality typologies 
 Introversion Extraversion  
Allocentric Explorer 
36 
Adventurer 
79 
115 
Psychocentric Guided 
70 
Groupie 
46 
116 
 106 125 231 
As shown in Table 11.3, information was collected and assessed on the nine 
dependent variables. 
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Table 11.3. Operational definitions of dependent variables 
Dependent variable Operational measure [survey questions] 
Age Age (in years) 
Culture value Where are you from? 
Followed by either interstate, overseas with a line to indicate 
country of origin. For each country of origin in this sample, 
Hofstede’s original national ranking for culture values of UCA 
and IND was allocated. For example, Greece highest UCA; 
Singapore lowest UCA; USA highest IND, Indonesia lowest IND. 
Pre-booking accommodation Did you book accommodation from home prior to departure? 
Use of internet Did you use internet to book the following: 
With the following checkboxes: transport, accommodation, 
attractions, special events. 
Presence of co-travelers Are you traveling alone? 
Reason for visit Why are you visiting? 
With the following checkboxes: business, conference, sport 
participation, leisure / holiday, visiting friends / relatives 
First visit versus revisit Is this your first visit? 
Length of stay How long are you staying in Australia? 
Culture Where are you from? 
Followed by either interstate, overseas with a line to indicate 
country of origin. Cultural similarity / diversity was determined 
by calculating the summed absolute difference between 
Australia’s ranked scores on Hofstede’s four dimensions and each 
of the countries of origin. The larger the score, the more diverse 
are the two cultures. For example, Australia and USA have a 
diversity score of 11 (similar) whereas Australia and Japan have a 
diversity score of 73 (cultures, which are considered dissimilar). 
 
The appropriate data analysis for each dependent variable is dependent on the 
quality of data collected. For nominal data (variables: pre-booking, internet use, reason 
for visit, presence of co-travelers and first visit versus revisit) a Chi-square analysis and 
Spearman correlations were used. For interval / ratio data (variables: length of stay, age, 
culture values and cultural similarity), a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and 
Pearsons correlations were used. 
Results 
The results are summarized in Table 11.4. Of the 40 research predictions made 
in this study, 62.5% (or 25) of the predictions were confirmed.  
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Table 11.4. Summary table of the correct predictions 
 Correlation with Subtype with 
Variable Allocentricism extraversion highest score lowest score 
Age Neg. [NS]* Negative [S] Guided [P] Adventurer [P] 
Culture value UCA 
Culture value IND 
Positive [S] 
Positive [S] 
None [P] 
None [P] 
Allocentric [P] 
Allocentric [P] 
Psychocentric [NP] 
Psychocentric [P] 
Booked prior Negative [S] Negative [S] Guided [P] Adventurer [P] 
Internet use Positive [S] Negative [NS] Explorer [NP] Groupie [P] 
Travel alone None [P] Negative [S] Explorer [P] Groupie [P] 
Reason for visit Negative [NS] Negative [NS] Guided [P] Adventurer [NP] 
First visit Positive [NS] Positive [NS] Adventurer [NP] Guided [NP] 
Length of stay Positive [NS] Negative [NS] Explorer [NP] Groupie [P] 
Culture Negative [S] Negative [NS] Guided [P] Adventurer [P] 
legend: S = statistically significant; NS = not statistically significant; P = predicted; NP = not predicted. 
 
Age 
There was not a statistically significant correlation between the personality 
dimension of Allocentricism-Psychocentricism and age. However, there was a 
significant correlation between extraversion-introversion and age (rp (231) = -.288, p < 
0.05). As predicted the oldest tourist sub-type was the Guided and the youngest tourist 
sub-type was the Adventurer. 
Culture values 
There was a statistically significant correlation between UCA and 
Allocentricism (rp (231) = .185, I < 0.05) and IND and Allocentricism (I (231) = -.144, 
p < 0.05). Note, because rankings were used (lowest ranked for the nation with the 
greatest amount of that value), then, the travelers from nations that have low UCA are 
more likely to be Allocentric and nationalities that have high IND rankings are more 
likely to be Allocentric. As predicted, there was not a significant correlation between 
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either UCA and IND and Extraversion. As predicted, the Allocentric personality types 
(Explorer and Adventurer) originated from countries that had low UCA and high IND. 
Booked accommodation prior to arrival 
There was a statistically significant negative correlation between the Allocentric 
personality dimension and the tourist behaviour of booking accommodation prior to 
arrival (rs (231) = -.182, p < 0.05). There was a statistically significant negative 
correlation between extraversion and booking accommodation prior to arrival (rs (231) 
= -.131, p < 0.05). Further, as predicted, the Guided tourist personality sub-type was the 
most likely to pre-book accommodation and the Adventurer sub-type was the least 
likely. 
Internet use 
There was a significant correlation between internet use and Allocentricism (rs 
(231) = .180, p < 0.05) (predicted) and internet use and extraversion (r s(231) = .276, p 
< 0.05) (not predicted). The highest percentage user of tourist industry web sites for 
booking a tourist product (travel, accommodation, special events, etc) was the 
Adventurer (Allocentric, Extravert) (not predicted) while the least likely was Groupie 
(Psychocentric, Introvert) (predicted). 
Travelling alone 
There was a statistically significant negative correlation between extraversion 
and travelling alone (rs (231) = -.136, p < 0.05). There was a non-significant correlation 
between Allocentricism-Psychocentricism and travelling alone. As predicted, the 
Explorer type was the most likely to be travelling alone and the Groupie sub-type was 
the least likely to be travelling alone. 
Reasons for visit: VFR 
There was no significant correlation between reasons for visit and either 
Allocentricism-Psychocentricism or extraversion-introversion. While the Guided tourist 
sub-type were the most likely to give the reason for travelling as VFR (as predicted), the 
Groupie sub-type was the least likely to be visiting friends and relatives (not predicted). 
206 
First visit / re-visit 
There were no significant correlations between first visit and either 
Allocentricism-Psychocentricism or extraversion-introversion. Further, the actual tourist 
personality sub-type most likely to be on their first visit and least likely to be on their 
first visit were not predicted 
Length of stay 
There were no significant correlations between length of stay with either 
Allocentricism-Psychocentricism or extraversion-introversion. While there was a 
correct prediction of the personality sub-type staying the shortest time (the Groupie), the 
tourist sub-type staying the longest time was not predicted. 
Cultural distance 
There was a statistically significant correlation between Allocentricism-
Psychocentricism and cultural background of the tourist (rp (231) = -.130, p < 0.05). 
However, there was not a significant correlation between extraversion-introversion and 
cultural background. As predicted, the Guided tourist personality sub-type was the most 
likely to come from a similar culture to Australia, while the Adventurer sub-type was 
most likely to come from cultures that were dissimilar to Australia. 
Discussion 
This research attempted to validate the Allocentric-Psychocentric tourist 
personality trait dimension and the four tourism personality sub-types that had been 
previously proposed. The Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory measures both the 
Allocentric and Extraversion dimensions of personality and was used to provide the 
basis for measuring the four sub-types. 
The first finding in this research was the (unexpected) significant positive 
correlation between Allocentricism and extraversion. This is in contrast with previous 
studies (Lee-Hoxter & Lester, 1988; Smith, 1990; Griffith & Albanese, 1996; Jackson et 
al., 1999) that have consistently found no systematic relationship between the 
dimensions. It is also contrary to the development of the Allocentric Tourist Personality 
Inventory that was statistically manipulated (using a factor analysis with orthogonal 
rotations) to create two independent dimensions (Jackson et al., 1999). Post hoc tests 
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confirmed adequate sampling. It should be noted that all previous research completed 
on the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory had used median splits to determine the 
composition of the four sub-types. This is the first study to survey a “random” sample 
of an actual tourist population. Potential problems with the survey are that the size of 
the sample is barely adequate (N = 232) and it may be biased as the complete sample 
was taken from one destination (i.e., a tourist information centre). The bias may arise 
because the two most frequent types of tourists in the sample (the Guided and the 
Adventurer) may be more likely to use tourist information centres when compared to 
the other two types. For instance, the Explorer sub-type may see no reason to visit 
tourist information centres (preferring to go out and explore the unknown) and the 
Groupie is most likely to already be in a packaged tour group and therefore seeking 
extra travel information would be irrelevant. A further study on what part of the tourist 
population uses travel information centres would be necessary to determine if the 
sample was biased. The small size of the sample and the possible bias in selection 
threaten the validity of this research and the remaining discussion of the findings should 
be treated with caution. 
The second finding of this study was the number (25 out of a possible 40) of 
predictions that were confirmed. While the predictive validity was not 100%, the 62.5% 
achieved were well above the 20% expected by chance alone. There appears to be 
sufficient predictive validity in the four tourist personality sub-types to warrant further, 
more sophisticated research. The ability to refine these sub-types and increase their 
predictive validity will allow tourist researchers and professionals to use this inventory 
to make valid predictions about tourists and their future behaviours. The ability to 
predict the many aspects of tourist/travel behaviours will allow tourist professionals to 
be more effective in planning, developing and marketing existing and new tourist 
products. 
The third aspect of the results is to make a comparison between the variables 
that reached significance with the variables that failed to reach significance. The six 
variables that reached significance were: age; culture values (UCA and IND); pre-
booked accommodation; internet use; travelling alone; and cultural background. In 
contrast, the variables that failed to show significant relationships were: reason for 
travel, first visit versus re-visit; and, length of stay. While there is not an apparent 
simple parsimonious explanation for the difference, previous research reported in this 
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thesis has indicated that personality research has greater predictive validity when the 
tourist has maximal control over the decision-making associated with that aspect of the 
travel. Thus, for example, irrespective of the reason for travel, whether it is a first visit 
or even how long the tourist wishes to stay, the individual tourist can make pre-booked 
accommodation before they arrive at the destination. Reason for travel, travel 
destination, and length of stay have all been shown to be dependent on social factors 
(family, friends) and barriers to travel (amount of time and money). Further, the age 
factor may be more predictive of behaviour because it may directly affect the 
“biological” component of the tourist personality dimensions. For example, the 
following behaviours (e.g., accept basic amenities; do anything for a dare, take risks; be 
spontaneous, let oneself go; be the centre of attention, be the life of the party) that make 
up both personality dimensions may be universally aversive to older people, irrespective 
of other traits and circumstances. 
The fourth aspect of this research is the specific significant results and the 
implications of these findings for the tourist industry.  
Age 
While “age” correlated negatively with extraversion, it failed to reach a 
statistically significant correlation with Allocentricism. As predicted the Guided sub-
type was the oldest group and the Adventurer sub-type was the youngest. While the 
Guided sub-type was significantly older than both the Adventurer and the Groupie, 
there was not a significant age difference between the Guided and the Explorer. More 
research needs to be completed on developing an integrated picture between 
psychographics and demographics.  
Culture values 
The significant finding that Allocentrics are more likely to come from cultures 
with low uncertainty avoidance is theoretically consistent. That is, Allocentric tourist 
types are venturesome, are motivated to take risks, minimize pre-planning and do not 
pre-book (except first night’s accommodation) are all behaviours that lead to an 
adventure and uncertainty. This finding has implications for the types of tourism 
product marketed to various countries. Nations with high UCA (e.g., Japan, South 
Korea, and Malaysia) are statistically are more likely to produce Psychocentric inbound 
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tourist to Australia who are more likely to pre-plan, pre-book everything, more likely to 
prefer all inclusive packages tours and are more likely to visit familiar, safe destinations 
without needing to interact with the host community. It would predict that these type of 
tourists from these countries are the least likely to become victims of tourist crime. In 
contrast, the Explorer and Adventurer tourist types are likely to come from countries 
with low UCA culture values and are less likely to comprehensively pre-plan and pre-
book and purchase package tours. It is predicted that these venturesome and risk-taking 
tourists are more likely to be victims of tourist crime. Similarly, the Allocentric 
dimension has individualism as a characteristic personality trait. Statistical analysis has 
revealed that Allocentricism is related to cultures that score high on Individualism. This 
is theoretically consistent and is indicative of the country of origin of the majority of 
(overseas) Allocentric tourists in this study. This has two important implications. First, 
the tourist industry can market free independent travel and focus on individual decision 
making to Allocentric tourists who (in general) originate from Individualistic culture. 
The second implication is the possibility that the Allocentric-Psychocentric dimension 
has a culture-value influence. That is, a wider cross-nation survey would discover a 
greater proportion of Allocentric type tourists in countries with culture value profiles of 
low uncertainty avoidance and high individualism. More research needs to be completed 
to determine the relationship between the Allocentric personality dimension and culture 
value profile. Note, Western countries dominate the low uncertainty avoidance and high 
individualism profile and therefore raises the possibility that Allocentricism is a 
Western tourism concept and may not applied cross culturally (i.e., may not be a 
universal measure of tourist personality). A cross cultural study of Allocentric tourism 
personality needs to be completed. 
Internet use 
The statistically significant relationship between internet use and Allocentric 
tourism personality type validates the following description of Allocentricism: 
venturesome, risk-taking, high income, well educated, minimal planning, and minimal 
booking. The internet allows Allocentric tourists to use new technology to avoid direct 
interaction with the tourist industry and maximize their free independent travel. 
Statistically, 47% of internet bookings were made by the Adventurer tourist type while 
the Groupie (Psychocentric, Extravert) made the least number of bookings (13.7%). The 
major implication for tourism industry strategic marketing would be place Adventurer 
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type tourist experiences/destinations on the World Wide Web and to create booking 
sites for at least transport and first night’s accommodation (i.e., for overseas Adventurer 
type – airline tickets and first night’s accommodation in the city of arrival). The 
traditional travel industry (including travel agents, tour group operators, etc.) can then 
target their traditional tour marketing strategies to the Groupie type tourist (who does 
not make internet bookings but relies on the tourism industry).  
Pre-booking accommodation 
The finding that Psychocentric, Introverted (the Guided sub-type) tourist pre-
books accommodation has face validity and is consistent with previous research 
(Schmierer et al., 1999). Travel professionals when dealing with the Guided tourist 
personality type should either book accommodation or offer packages that involve pre-
booked accommodation. Only a few tourists in this sample booked other tourism 
products (tours, attractions, entertainment, etc.), and therefore no reliable finding on this 
issue could be determined. It would be predicted (using a larger sample) that the Guided 
tourist would be the sub-type who would principally book these extras. In contrast, the 
Adventurer sub-type (Allocentric, Extraverts) would be the least likely to book 
accommodation before arrival. This sub-type is more likely not to use a travel 
professional in their home location but may use travel services once they have arrived in 
the country or at the specific destination. 
Traveling alone 
The significant finding that the Adventurer personality is the most likely sub-
type to be traveling alone, with both Allocentricism and Extraversion correlating 
positively with this factor. While the Groupie was most likely to be traveling in groups 
(76.1%), the Guided and the Explorer tourist personality sub-type are also very likely to 
be traveling with others (68.6% and 65.6% respectively). Further research needs to 
separate out co-travelers who planned and organized the trip with the tourist and co-
travelers who form groups and friendships while on tour. The high rate of co-travelers 
and the type of co-travelers have implications for marketing individual and group-based 
tourism products. 
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Cultural background 
The same research development process is also required for cultural background 
and psychographics. While the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory remains 
relatively untested in terms of measuring personality of tourists from different cultural 
backgrounds, findings relating cultural background and personality type remain 
questionable (see Study 10). While there was a significant correlation between 
Allocentricism and culture (Allocentrics are more likely to visit different cultures from 
their own), there was no correlation between extraversion and cultural background. 
Previous research (Jackson, 2000; 2001) indicated that tourists from individualistic 
cultures are more likely to come to Australia (which also has an individualistic culture). 
However, people from collectivist cultures will also visit a country like Australia 
(Jackson, 2001) but will only do so by traveling in tour groups (Jackson, 2000; Pizam & 
Sussman, 1995). Thus, the independent variables of cultural background and presence 
of co-travelers may interact with each other in a complex manner to determine the 
profile of the type of tourist who will visit Australia. If such findings are supported by 
future research, the travel professional will be able to profile the type of travel (pre-
booked group tours versus free independent travel) with the person in terms of 
psychographics and cultural background. 
Conclusion 
This current study attempted to explore the relationship between the 
psychographic profile of tourists and their travel behaviour. The research assumed 
simple linear relationships between tourist personality dimensions (Allocentricism and 
extraversion) and tourist behaviours. However, findings of this research indicated that 
the relationship between personality traits and some travel behaviours may be complex 
and dependent on more than one factor (e.g., type of co-traveller, dependence of travel 
industry, and cultural background of tourist and host). Future research should involve 
multivariate analyses with key factors including psychographic personality sub-types, 
cultural background, presence of co-travelers, and purpose of trip. The final study in this 
series focuses on tourist crime victimization. A review of the literature indicates that the 
role of tourist personality trait factors and (their associated) travel behaviours have not 
been evaluated. While there has been some research indicating a positive correlation 
between increased tourist numbers and increased crime rates (in the same region), the 
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specific cause of increase crime remains unknown. This final study attempts to 
determine the influence of tourist personality traits in tourist crime victimization. 
Study 12. Analysis of tourist crime victimization including psychographic 
segmentation: A case study. 
Purpose of study 
Overview 
The association between crime and tourism has been oft reported in the media 
with a number of prominent tourist victimizations in Australia dominating the national 
and international headlines (e.g., disappearance of tourist in outback Northern Territory 
and arson in a backpacker hostel). Although most academic researchers (Brunt et al., 
2000; Chesney-Lind et al., 1983; Walmsley et al., 1983) have reported a positive 
correlational relationship (an increase in tourism is associated with an increase in 
crime), much remains unknown about causal relationships and the factors that influence 
tourist crime. This tourist-crime association is complex and may occur at many levels. 
At the community level, tourism may directly create crime through prostitution (Evatt & 
Millbank, 1993), through gambling and organised crime (Block & Klausner, 1987) and 
through the introduction of special events (Burns & Mules, 1987). Tourism may also 
create crime indirectly at the community level by placing too much pressure on the host 
communities' infrastructure (Walmsley et al., 1983), by creating crime-prone 
environments for tourism industry workers (Collins, Cox, & Langan, 1987) and 
economic exploitation of rural host communities leading to dislocation, alienation and 
frustration and thus increased crime in the resident host community (Chesney-Lind & 
Lind, 1986; Matsuoka & Kelly, 1988). At the individual level, tourists by their 
appearance and behaviour may be more readily targeted as victims (Chesney-Lind & 
Lind, 1986; Walmsley et al., 1983). 
One of the consequences of increased crime may be a decrease in tourism to a 
community which has become economically dependent on tourism (Owen, 1991; Scott, 
1990; Enders & Sandler, 1991). Owen (1991) and Enders and Sandler (1991) indicated 
that increased crime (including international terrorism) affected tourist decision making 
and reduced tourist flow. One of the major implications for the host community (at 
large) is to maintain the economic benefits of tourism by minimising crime and its 
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consequent negative impact. Host communities need to be aware that tourists are 
potential targets of crime and protecting them is essential to the survival of the 
continuing presence of tourists. Such prevention programmes should not just be left to 
the local community. Tourism is a nation-wide enterprise and governments, tourist 
industry, community service industries and local communities need to work together on 
such issues. At the moment, however, mass tourism with packaged tours delivered by 
the geographically removed tourist industry alienates the local host communities which 
perceive tourism as out of the control of the local community (Chesney-Lind & Lind, 
1986). Such perceptions lead to anti-tourist sentiment and social disintegration of the 
local community (Chesney-Lind & Lind, 1986). This research focused on the tourist 
crime victimization in tourist settings and explored implications for tourist-crime 
prevention. 
Relationship between crime and tourism 
Regarding the relationship of crime and tourism, Chesney-Lind, Lind, and 
Schaafsma (1983) completed a regression analysis of 23 years of crime in Hawaii and 
found tourism was significantly related to all major crimes (except homicide and 
automobile theft) and was the single most powerful predictor of crime in the resort 
community of Honolulu. Further studies have analysed the types of crimes which are 
linked with tourism. These include: property crimes (Fujii & Mak, 1980; Jud, 1975; 
Walmsley et al., 1983); robbery (Fujii & Mak, 1980; Jud, 1975; Urbanowicz, 1977); 
sexual assault including rape (Fujii & Mak, 1980; Jud, 1975); aggravated assault (Jud, 
1975; Urbanowicz, 1977); larceny (Fujii & Mak, 1980; Jud, 1975); fraud (Fujii & Mak, 
1980; Jud, 1975); prostitution (Evatt & Millbank, 1993; Urbanowicz, 1977); shoplifting 
(Walmsley et al., 1983); murder (Jud, 1975); and public drunkenness (Urbanowicz, 
1977). The above studies correlated total crime statistics with increased tourism density. 
The studies failed to consider the extraneous variables such as rapid population growth 
and failed to separate tourist victims from resident victims. 
The majority of studies linking crime and tourism show a positive correlational 
relationship but statistically fail to demonstrate some causal link between crime and 
tourism (Chesney-Lind et al., 1983; de Albuquerque, 1984; Jud, 1975; McPeters & 
Sponge, 1974; Prideaux, 1994). Research studies that have included non-tourist 
(control) regions have attempted to demonstrate a more direct link between tourism and 
crime. McPeters and Sponge (1974) and Walmsley et al. (1983) showed that, in tourist 
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towns, economic crimes (robbery, larceny, burglary, and shoplifting) have a similar 
season to tourism that is not identifiable in control towns. Fujii and Mak (1980) 
attempted to rule out the extraneous variable of increased population by demonstrating a 
rise in tourist numbers was related to a significant rise in burglaries and rapes, whereas a 
comparable rise in a number of permanent residents showed no such relationship. 
Ochrym (1990) compared a gambling/tourist centre with an equivalent urban area and 
found an increased crime rate associated with gambling/tourism. Walmsley et al. (1983) 
compared three Australian resort towns with control towns and found tourist centres 
were associated with more burglaries and shop-lifting, less sexual assaults including 
rape, more daytime offences, more local resident victims, more victim related crime, 
more resident offenders (of those apprehended), longer time to apprehend offenders, 
lower clear up rates and more young offenders. Prideaux (1994) reported a study of 
tourist-crime rates in tourist centres that varied by their degree of development. 
Prideaux (1994) found that well developed tourist centres associated with an 
international airport had significantly greater crime rates per population than less 
developed centres that attracted mainly intra-state tourists. In a final study, Chesney-
Lind and Lind (1986) separated victims into tourists and residents. They found tourists 
had a high probability of being victims of burglary, larceny, and robbery; an increased 
probability of being a victim of sexual assaults including rapes, but were less likely to 
be victims of homicides or aggravated assaults than local residents. Chesney-Lind and 
Lind (1986) found an indirect effect of tourism with an increased probability of 
residents of tourist centres being victims of homicides and aggravated assaults.  
In an extensive search of the literature there seemed to be minimal research 
about tourists as criminals. Although police records indicated the residence of 
apprehended offenders, and thus rates of criminal activity by visitors can be determined 
(see Walmsley et al., 1983), the role of the tourist as a criminal has been overlooked in 
research and needs to be considered in any complete understanding of the relationship 
between crime and tourism. An analysis of tourist crime by the Delaware Statistics 
Analysis Centre (2000) in a county that included a holiday beach resort found that 
around 25% of offenders were locals (within the same county) while over 45% were 
from interstate. Unfortunately, the analyis failed to provide data on whether these 
interstate offenders were tourists on holidays or itinerant/seasonal workers in the 
tourism industry or professional criminals (see Prideaux, 1994). In relation to type of 
crime, violent (person) crimes most likely involved local victims assaulted by local 
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offenders. However, property crimes were most likely perpetuated by interstate 
offenders (both on host and tourist victims).  
Tourist environment and crime 
Recent theoretical analyses have also indicated that a person in the tourist role is 
statistically at a greater risk of being a victim of crime than the same person engaging in 
other activities. Two approaches that attempt to explain this finding are “socio-
proximal” and “psycho-behavioural”. The socio-proximal approach indicated that as 
"tourists" move further away from their geographical base, they are statistically more 
likely to be victims of crime (Cohen, 1987; Messner & Blau, 1987). Cohen (1987) 
described the cause of this increased risk as a movement away from the "environmental 
bubble". This "bubble" involved psycho-socio-cultural factors created by individuals to 
protect themselves from crime. Messner and Blau (1987) and Felson (1994), on the 
other hand, explained similar findings using the "routine activities" approach. Here, they 
postulate that people increase their risk of being a victim of crime as they engage in 
leisure (or tourist) activities further and further outside their normal everyday routine. 
Jackson et al. (1994) surveying tourists found that the further people travelled from 
home for tourism the greater the probability they would report being a victim of crime. 
Jackson et al. (1994a) also reported that an increase in leisure activities away from 
home leads to an increase in crime victimization. 
The third element in understanding crime is the tourist-host environment. 
Environment management has also been a major research focus for crime prevention. 
Two environmental theories attempting to explain the degree of criminal activity are the 
"refuge - prospect theory" and the "defensible space theory". The refuge - prospect 
theory arose in part from the leisure field to explain why tourists to recreation sites 
preferred contrasting environments that allowed these visitors to be sheltered (refuge) 
while viewing a panorama (prospect). Archea (1985) completed a naturalistic 
observation study of the criminal act of selling stolen goods under varying 
environmental conditions and found that criminals engaging in illegal acts minimised 
the likelihood of being seen (refuge) and maximised their ability to see all of their 
surroundings (prospect). Further research (Fischer & Nasar, 1992; Levine, Wachs, & 
Shirazi, 1986) related criminal acts and victim fear to restricted refuge/escape and 
limited prospect. The second environmental explanation, the defensible space 
hypothesis (e.g., Krupat & Kubzansky, 1987; Perkins, Meeks, & Taylor, 1992) 
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indicated that crime was more prevalent when the local residents perceived that they 
had minimal or no space/territory for which they had responsibility. Research showing a 
correlation between low neighbourhood organisation and the prevalence of crime 
confirmed this hypothesis (Perkins et al., 1990; Sampson & Groves, 1989). Further, 
Felson’s environmental analysis indicated crimes occurred when criminals and targets 
(of crime) came together in the same place and time in the absence of guardians (Felson, 
1994). Targets are primarily property (approximately 90%) and less likely people 
(around 10%). Property targets tend to have a high value to weight ratio (e.g., money, 
cameras) and are typically mobile. Most portable tourist goods fit this criterion. 
Effective guardians prevent crime because they know whether a particular activity is 
legal. However, in popular tourist destinations, the host community is unfamiliar with 
tourist strangers and are therefore unaware of who belongs to unattended property. 
Further, tourists are unfamiliar with each other and travel with few or no guardians 
(someone who knows them and their property). One source of guardians may be tourists 
who spend considerable time on packaged tours (e.g., the Groupie sub type). Hence, in 
tourist settings that already have good prospect, refuge and escape, any unattended 
property has few to no guardians. The impact of such environmental factors has not yet 
been evaluated. 
In summary, interaction between crime and tourism requires further 
investigation. Research should focus on types and prevalence of crimes against tourists, 
the behaviours and cognitions of tourists, and the attitudes and actions of the host 
community (including the criminal justice institutions) to local crime against tourists. 
Finally, the tourist role which may increase the vulnerability to crime needs researching. 
This would include different cultural norms, unfamiliar environments, tourist 
characteristics that may influence the decision making processes of criminals and the 
"foreign" legal processes of that host community.  
Tourist crime prevention through environmental planning 
This more detailed understanding of the dynamics of the tourist related crime is 
necessary in order to develop effective preventive strategies (Chesney-Lind & Lind, 
1986). The general crime prevention literature/research clearly indicates strategies that 
may reduce/minimise the amount of crime in tourist centres. These include: planning 
tourism growth with crime prevention as a priority (Brown, 1985; Inskeep, 1987); 
modifying existing crime prone environments (Nietzel & Himelein, 1985; Pease, 1981); 
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educating host community (through media campaigns) about tourist related crime 
(Scott, 1990; Walker, 1990; Winkel, 1984); organising tourist-host communities to 
strengthen social controls (e.g., neighbourhood watch) (Donnison, Scoula, & Thomas, 
1986; Kelling, 1986; Nietzel & Himelein, 1985; Pease, 1981); eliminating "myths" that 
tourists are "easy" victims who fail to report crime (Nietzel & Himelein, 1985; Winkel, 
1984); educating tourists to be less vulnerable (Nietzel & Himelein, 1985; Mayhew, 
Clarke, Sturman, & Hough, 1976; Hollin, 1989; Pease, 1981); increase formal 
surveillance (Ekblom, 1980; Hollin, 1989; Sturman, 1980); appoint and/or train 
specialist staff throughout the criminal justice system to focus on and manage tourist 
crime (McShane & Williams, 1992; Walker, 1980; Ward, 1988); and train industry staff 
to minimise the probability of crime in their work environment (Longford, 1993).  
Methodological issues associated with crime reporting 
This research aimed to use victim self-reports in an attempt to determine, in 
general, the amount of crime tourists experience and the form of cognitions associated 
with this crime. Two issues arise from this approach: the accuracy of victim-generated 
data and the role of attributions. Victim-reported crime surveys were developed in the 
1970s and continue to be used because of the poor correlation with official records 
(Glasser, 1974; Silverman, 1974; Biblarz et al., 1984). The phenomenon of official 
underreporting of crime has been analysed by Glasser (1974) who found burglary, rape, 
grand larceny, and assault to be all underreported whilst car theft and homicide were 
over-reported. Glasser (1974) postulated the possible reasons why victims may not 
report crimes such as failure to detect offence and/or offender (e.g., a specific instance 
of shoplifting); shame, embarrassment and fear of further trauma (e.g., sexual assault); 
fear of police redefining it as a lesser crime (e.g., rape reduced down to assault); seen as 
private, personal fault and not serious (e.g., prostitute stole tourist wallet/money); knew 
criminal (e.g., domestic assault) and a belief that police could not solve it. A common 
theme through all these possible reasons is "locus of control", where the victims' 
perceptions are that they have little control over the situation and its eventual outcome 
resulting in underreporting. Jackson et al. (1996) have shown that tourists perceive they 
have less control over the tourist environment compared to home. It was therefore 
important to use victim survey research with tourists as there may be underreporting and 
it may be higher than the underreporting recorded in general crime statistics. This study 
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used a victim-reported survey to seek out preliminary data on the type and extent of 
crimes that are associated with tourism. 
The various measures of crime have been found to be notorious for their 
inaccuracies and disagreements (Nietzel, 1979). The primary measures of crime are 
official police statistics, victimisation surveys, and offender surveys. While the official 
police records are adequate, they have been criticised for an underestimation of crime 
rates (around 50%) and a bias in terms of what is reported and how it is classified 
(Nietzel, 1979). Victimisation surveys, where a sample of crime victims are surveyed, 
have been seen as more sensitive but have problems with sampling, with selective 
underestimation (especially with domestic crimes), and inaccurate reporting (Nietzel, 
1979). Offender surveys (or self report measures of crime) have illustrated wide range 
of crime committed by a wide range of people but are felt to be distorted (because of 
social desirability) and the over-inclusion of trivial crimes (Nietzel, 1979).  
This research used the victim survey approach. Victim-reported crime surveys 
were developed in the 1970s and continue to be used because of the poor relationship 
between crime and the official records (Glasser, 1974; Silverman, 1974; Biblarz et al., 
1984). The phenomenon of official underreporting of crime has been analysed by 
Glasser (1974) who found burglary, rape, grand larceny, and assault to be all 
underreported whilst car theft and homicide were overreported. It is noteworthy that 
crimes in tourist settings are predominantly those that are associated with 
underreporting. Glasser (1974) postulated the possible reasons why victims may not 
report crimes are: failure to detect offence and/or offender (e.g., a specific instance of 
shoplifting); shame, embarrassment, and fear of further trauma (e.g., sexual assault); 
fear of police redefining it as a lesser crime (e.g., rape reduced down to assault); seen as 
private, personal fault and not serious (e.g., prostitute stole tourist wallet/money); knew 
criminal (e.g., domestic assault) and a belief that police could not solve it. Jackson et al. 
(1994) has shown that tourists perceive they have less control over the tourist 
environment compared to home. It is therefore important to use victim survey research 
with tourists as there may be underreporting of tourist crimes to the criminal justice 
system. This may be higher than the underreporting recorded in general crime statistics 
if tourists believe the crime will not be solved (because they are tourists) or they will be 
required to return if there is a court case. This is best explained by the perception of a 
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greater lack of control in tourist settings (including monitoring the crime investigation 
and playing an active role in the prosecution).  
This study utilized a victim-reported survey to seek out preliminary data on the 
type and extent of crimes and the degree of crime reporting that are associated with 
tourism. With the literature indicating a higher risk of victimisation in tourists who 
travel away from home, the question arises "Why is this not reflected in the official 
crime statistics of the criminal justice system?" For crimes to appear as part of the 
official crime statistics, victims need to report the crime to the police, the police need to 
consider that a crime has been committed and that a subsequent prosecution will be 
viable (that is, the victim and possible eye-witnesses will appear six months later in 
court to support the police case)(Frohmann, 1991). A literature search indicates that 
there has been no research on the crime reporting rate of tourists.  
Using victim surveys, the research on general crime reporting indicates that only 
35% of all crimes are reported (Greenberg & Ruback, 1992). Further, 97% of all crime 
investigations by the police result from citizen notification. If hosts and tourists are not 
aware of the situation (are poor guardians), then less crimes will be reported to police 
and therefore less investigations will commence. Again, Greenberg and Ruback (1992) 
found 60% of crime reports are from the victims themselves. In tourist settings, if 
tourists are less likely to report crime, then tourist crime will not appear in the official 
crime statistics for that host community. Victims give the following reasons for non-
reporting: police ineffective (34%); not worth it (33%); reported it to another, expected 
them to report it (31%); private matter (18%); concern for offender (11%); and fear of 
retaliation (3%) (Greenberg & Ruback, 1992; Schwind, & Zwenger, 1992). Although 
these victims were part of the general community, tourists may feel that reporting the 
crime was not worth the effort or that if they reported the crime to the tour operators or 
the hospitality staff then the tourist victim would expect them to report the crime to the 
criminal justice system. There is a need to complete a victim survey to both determine 
the rate of reporting and the reasons why tourists may not report crime at the same rate 
as the general population. Interestingly, there are no significant differences when 
comparing individual factors of people who report and those who fail to report 
(Greenberg & Ruback, 1992). These factors include: victim’s sex; victim’s ethnic 
background; education level; age; socio - economic level; personality variables; 
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authoritarianism; and, need for social approval. The role of the victim (e.g., tourist) has 
not been evaluated. 
Further social psychology research into non-reporting has demonstrated a delay 
in reporting (64% of victims took longer than 30 minutes and 16% took longer than 24 
hours to report the crime) and that the majority (62%) of victims reported they had 
talked to someone before reporting the crime (Greenberg & Ruback, 1992). Fifty six 
percent of victims indicated they had spoken to the person they were with when the 
crime was discovered (relatives, friends) and that the reason for seeking someone out 
included being confused, obtaining information and searching for advice (Greenberg & 
Ruback, 1992). In the general population, 81% of victims recalled receiving advice, 
95% advised victims to report the crime and 90% indicated that they followed the 
advice given (Greenberg & Ruback, 1992). In the tourist situation, tourist-victims may 
be alone and thus not be able to talk to a familiar other or they may talk to hosts (tourist 
employees or general population) who may be more likely to advise against reporting 
(e.g., to protect the good name of the community).  
To understand the relationship between tourism and crime, research needs to 
consider tourist victimisation and the behaviour of tourists once they discover they have 
become a victim of crime. A related study by Jackson and Schmierer (1996) requested 
172 members of the community to complete a victim crime survey. Seventy-four 
respondents reported 178 crimes. Jackson and Schmierer (1996) found that 80% of 
crimes occurred during leisure/tourism activities compared to work and home settings. 
The (simple) main predictor of crime victimization was time spent in leisure/tourist 
activities: the more time spent engaging in leisure activities (away from home or tourist 
accommodation), the greater the probability of crime victimization. Specific 
environmental characteristics included: night-time; frequent visits to activities involving 
active participation (dancing/discos, drinking in pubs and clubs, dining out, etc.); and, 
infrequent visits to spectator events (going to movies, sporting events, live shows, and 
day trips).  
The results of this research supported Cohen's (1987) environmental bubble 
analysis that indicated that as people move away from their home and participate in 
leisure activities, they are more likely to be victims of crime. They also support Felson's 
(1994) routine activities theory indicating that when people engage in 
unfamiliar/irregular leisure activities (of the spectator type) they are more likely to be 
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victims of crime. Thus, crime victimisation in our society seemed to be focused around 
leisure periods. Therefore, crime prevention needs to be focused on the leisure 
environment. The major implication for tourism is that people increase their recreation / 
leisure activities when they are in the tourist role and the more leisure activities they 
engage in, the greater the probability they will be a victim of crime. Secondly, tourists 
by definition are away from home and research indicated that the further people travel 
from home for recreation/leisure, the greater risk of being a victim of crime. A third 
finding from the research was that the more people engage in recreation/leisure at night, 
the greater the risk of crime. Tourists typically spend more evenings out and away from 
their temporary residence and thus become more susceptible to victimisation. Finally, 
tourism is associated with an increase in regular leisure activities that are correlated to 
crime (e.g., dancing / discos, drinking in pubs/clubs, going to movies, restaurants/dining 
out) and an increase in irregular activities that when engaged in are associated with 
crime (e.g., taking day trips and being a spectator at sporting events and live shows).  
This analysis reflected the second major finding that, when activities are 
adjusted for the actual time spent, the crime rate increases the further tourists move 
from their home base. The failure of this significant statistic to be reported in the official 
records of the criminal justice system may be explained by the phenomenon of non - 
reporting of criminal offences. Results from this research show that the further people 
moved from home for their tourist experience, the lower the crime reporting rate. Future 
research needs to include more extensive victim survey data on tourism and travel 
including social - environmental factors on (1) the circumstances of criminal 
victimisation and (2) the reasons why tourists fail to report their victimisation to the 
criminal justice system of the host community. 
The psycho-behavioural approach identified a number of characteristics that 
may account for the increased vulnerability of tourists to crime (Chesney-Lind & Lind, 
1986; Gottfredson, 1984; Ryan, 1993; Sparks, 1982; Thomas, 1992). These include: 
carrying large sums of money and other portable forms of wealth (e.g., cameras); 
increased people/property to an area; increased rental cars / accommodation; 
frequenting night clubs/bars at late hours and consuming large amounts of alcohol; 
travelling to remote and unfamiliar areas or neighbourhoods considered dangerous by 
locals; frequenting pornographic theatres, buying drugs, soliciting prostitutes or picking 
up or being picked up by strangers in "singles" bars and discos; being unknown in a 
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resort community and isolated from the social support networks which serve to deter 
crime; conflicting norms of dress, speech and behaviour which, when combined with 
alcohol, lead to tension and aggressive encounters between hosts and tourists; and 
media coverage of tourists as victims of crime which may cause resentment and 
aggression and may create stereotypes that tourists are "easy" victims. This research 
attempted to measure the frequency of and determine the causes of, tourist crime 
victimization. 
Demographics 
A number of tourism researchers have highlighted the importance of 
demographic variables in tourist perceptions, motives, and destination choice 
behaviours (Bagoglu,1997; Um & Crompton, 1990; Weaver, McCleary, Lepisto & 
Damonte, 1994; Woodside & Lysonski, 1989; Zimmer, Brayley, & Searle, 1995). Some 
specific studies are: age related to consumer behaviour and destination choice (Javalgi, 
Thomas, & Rao,1992; Weaver et al., 1994; Zimmer et al., 1995); gender related to 
tourist behaviours (Frew & Shaw, 1999) and push/pull motivations (McGehee, Loker-
Murphy, & Uysal, 1996); occupation related to travel motives (Heung, Qu, & Chu, 
2001); ethnicity related to destination travel to parks/forests (Floyd, Gramann, & Sainz, 
1993; Tierney, Dahl, & Chavez, 2001); and, culture related to pre-trip destination 
searches (Gursoy & Chen, 2000; Uysal, McDonald, & Reid, 1990). However, none of 
the above studies related demographics to tourism crime victimization. In the general 
crime literature, demographic variables are most often collected and related to offenders 
rather than crime victims. Thus, none of the crime literature provided an insight into the 
demographic profile of crime victims. Further, after an extensive search of the tourist 
crime literature, no studies were found that investigated demographic variables and 
tourist crime victimization. 
Psychographics 
Personality research is one of the major research areas of psychology (Funder, 
2001; Lefton, 1997). In tourism, early personality research (e.g., Cohen, 1972; 1979; 
Plog, 1974; Smith, 1977) was followed by two decades of neglect. However, with 
methodological and statistical advances, current researchers are investigating the 
relationship between personality and tourist behaviours (Frew & Shaw, 1997; Gilchrist 
et al., 1995; Jackson et al., 1999, 2000; Jackson et al., 2001; Jackson & White, 2002; 
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Schmierer et al., 1999). The best-known and most influential researcher in tourism 
personality has been Plog (1974; 1987; 1991; 2002). However, no tourist personality 
theorist has related tourist personality to tourist crime victimization. Early studies in this 
thesis have developed the Allocentric personality trait dimension and this led to the 
development of the four tourist personality sub types. The “guided” tourist personality 
type (Psychocentric, Introvert) travels alone (or only with a special friend), preplans and 
prebooks much of the trip, prefers the familiar (including revisiting favourite 
destinations) and prefers escapist, relaxing tourist experiences. The “groupie” 
personality type (Psychocentric, Extravert) travels with groups (either own group or 
packaged tours), enjoys lots of activities (including nightlife), and wishes to meet lots of 
other tourists. The “explorer” type (Allocentric, Introvert) does not pre-plan, travels on 
own timetable to new destinations and wishes to know hosts and their unique culture. 
The fourth personality tourist type labelled the “adventurer” (Allocentric, Extravert) 
prefers to travel with friends, met new people (especially hosts), does not pre-plan or 
organize travel schedules and maintains excitement by stopping at many destinations 
and doing exciting things. From these descriptions, the following predictions can be 
made about psychographics and tourist crime victimization. Allocentric personality 
types are more likely to become victims of crime while on a tourist experience. This is 
because they prefer to travel greater distances from home (Cohen’s environmental 
bubble). Tourists who score high on extraversion are more likely to become victims of 
tourist crime. Extraverts are more likely to meet other tourists and hosts and to engage 
in tourist activities (e.g., tours and nightlife). This increased range and frequency of 
leisure activities will take them away from their environmental bubble (their tourist 
accommodation)(Cohen, 1987) and expose them to situations outside their normal 
routine activities (Felson, 1994). It was therefore predicted that the adventurer 
(Allocentric, Extravert) tourist type was the most likely to become a victim of crime and 
the guided (Psychocentric, Introvert) was the least likely to experience tourist crime 
victimization. In terms of specific types of crime (e.g., person versus property), the 
Adventurer (Allocentric, Extravert) type was more likely to be assaulted by strangers 
(the Allocentric – conflict regarding behaviour or appearance in foreign country) or by 
acquaintances (the Extravert – travel with large group of people). Least likely to be 
involved in person-based crimes would be the Guided (Psychocentri, Introvert) who 
travels with family or close friend to familiar and safe destinations. While all tourists 
are prone to property (theft) crimes (stolen when left unattended), the Adventurer type is 
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also more likely to be victims of property crimes because they have travelled further 
from home (away from environmental bubble) and they are in crowded situations in 
foreign countries (out of normal routine). 
The decision (to report or not to report the victimization) was considered to be a 
multi-step process and the role of others (through social influence) was critical. The four 
tourist personality types vary regarding the presence of others and the familiarity with 
the Criminal Justice System located at the tourist destination site. The Adventurer 
(Allocentric, Extravert) has previously been described as travelling with family/groups 
or friends to distant, foreign destinations. Hence, advice would most likely come from 
travelling companions, but reporting crimes may be difficult as the Criminal Justice 
System will be foreign and the personnel may speak a different language. The Explorer 
(Allocentric, Introvert) is more likely to be travelling alone to distant, remote, 
unfamiliar destinations. This tourist type would not be able to receive advice or the 
advice would only come from strangers (often working in the tourist industry). Again, 
the rate of reporting may be reduced if the Explorer perceives barriers due to a foreign 
police force. The Groupie (Psychocentric, Extravert) tourist is travelling in large social 
groups to familiar destinations. This tourist type can seek advice from family and 
friends and has access to a familiar (same as home) Criminal Justice System. The 
Guided (Psychocentric, Introvert) is travelling with (no more than a few) close 
friends/family in a familiar environment. If they become a victim of tourist crime, they 
will have advice from close associates and be able to report crime to police with the 
same cultural background. This analysis leads to the prediction that the Explorer will be 
least influenced regarding advice to report the crime and thus least likely to report the 
crime to the unfamiliar Criminal Justice System. The two Psychocentric tourist types 
(the Guided and the Groupie) will receive the most advice and will be more likely to 
report crimes to the local (familiar) police force. A summary table of all 48 predictions 
is listed below (see Table 12.1). It should be noted that this analysis assumes that the 
advice given by significant others would be to report the crime (as in the general 
community). However, this assumption needs to be evaluated. It may be that family and 
friends on holiday are more likely to suggest not to bother reporting the crime and this 
would help account for the lower rates of tourist victim crime reporting. 
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Table 12.1. Summary table of the predictions 
 Correlation with Subtype with 
Variable Allocentric extraversion highest score lowest score 
Tourist victim Allocentric Extraversion Adventurer Guided 
Person crime Allocentric Extraversion Adventurer Guided 
Property crime Allocentric Extraversion Adventurer Guided 
Crime site location 
Public space 
Home base 
Transport 
Shopping 
 
Allocentric 
Allocentric 
Allocentric 
Allocentric 
 
Extraversion 
none 
none 
Introversion 
 
Adventurer 
Allocentric 
Allocentric 
Explorer 
 
Guided 
Psychocentric 
Psychocentric 
Groupie 
Social influence 
Discuss before 
Advice reporting 
Advice from family 
Advice from friends 
Advice from 
Tourism Industry 
 
Psychocentric 
Psychocentric 
Psychocentric 
Allocentric 
Allocentric 
 
Extraversion 
Introversion 
Introversion 
Extraversion 
Introversion 
 
Groupie 
Guided 
Guided 
Groupie 
Explorer 
 
Explorer 
Adventurer 
Adventurer 
Explorer 
Groupie 
Reporting 
Everyone 
Police 
Tourism Industry 
 
Psychocentric 
Psychocentric 
Allocentric 
 
Extraversion 
Extraversion 
Extraversion 
 
Groupie 
Groupie 
Adventurer 
 
Explorer 
Explorer 
Guided 
Official reporting Psychocentric Extraversion Groupie Explorer 
 
Social factors 
Researchers in many applied areas of psychology have become disillusioned 
with the predictive ability of the traditional measures of demographics and 
psychographics (e.g., Blum, Beuthring, Shew, Bearinger, Sieving, & Resnick, 2000). 
These researchers have shifted their focus to social influence factors such as peer group 
pressure and family and work influences. These factors have been shown to be 
predictive of actual tourist destination choice behaviours (Jackson et al., 1997; 
Schmierer et al., 1999). Social influence factors have been located within the Theory of 
Planned Behaviour (Sadava & McCreary, 1997). This theory proposed that the best 
predictors of behaviour are: intention to behave; attitude toward the action or behaviour, 
subjective norms (or the social influence of family and friends) and perceived control 
over the event. For instance, the best predictors of the next trip of tourists would be their 
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attitude to travel, their intention to travel at this time, positive peer influences (in terms 
of availability of co-travellers and resources), and the extent to which tourists perceive 
they have control over travel behaviours. While this theory has generated a great deal of 
research interest in consumer and health behaviour literature (Sadava & McCreary, 
1997), it appears to have been overlooked by tourism researchers. An extensive survey 
of the tourism and crime literature failed to find any research relating the Theory of 
Planned Behaviour to either tourism in general or tourism crime. This research will 
attempt to identify social variables that are related to tourist crime victimization.  
A further refinement in the analysis of tourist crimes is to mathematically adjust 
crime rates to correctly represent tourists. This should be done in two ways. First, when 
calculating crime rates of tourist destinations, early studies failed to adjust the host 
population for the presence of tourists (therefore high season figures were calculated on 
a much lower population density). Tourist visitation numbers should be included in the 
population divisor, but should only be adjusted for the limited time tourists are present. 
For example, Giacopassi et al. (2000) simply added annual tourist figures to the host 
population base, giving the mathematical impression that tourists remained part of the 
population for the whole year. Second, when calculating victimization rates, household 
crimes rates are calculated over a year (e.g., 52 weeks), while tourist crime 
victimization occurs over the limited vacation time (e.g., two weeks). Tourist crime 
victimization rates should be made equivalent (e.g., multiply the rate by 26 if the 
average vacation time was two weeks) to make the rates equivalent (see Brunt et al., 
2000). 
Brunt et al. (2000) completed a postal survey of 514 readers of a United 
Kingdom holiday magazine. They found that tourist crime victimization was five times 
(theft from a motor vehicle) to more than twenty times (theft of a motor vehicle) higher 
than the estimated crime rate UK residents are likely to experience while at home. 
However, their sample of tourist crime victims was relatively small (50 respondents 
reporting 92 incidents) and the self-selected sample appeared biased. They were 
predominantly male (65%); significantly older (modal age of 55 years) than the average 
tourist; were more likely to be in a stable relationship (86%); and, were above average 
in social class, affluence and concern over crime. The final limitation of the Brunt et al. 
(2000) study was its failure to compare tourist crime victims with tourists who had not 
been victims of tourist crime.  
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The present sudy attempts to improve and extend the Brunt et al. (2000) study 
by using the victim survey approach to systematically compare demographic, 
psychographic, and social factors of tourist crime victims with tourists who reported 
they had not been victims of tourist crime. 
Method 
Participants 
Nine hundred and fifty seven participants who had had a tourist experience 
within the previous year were asked to complete a survey. The sample had a 58.9% 
male representation with a mean age of 30 years and an age range of 18 to 78. The 
principle purpose of their trip was leisure/holiday (51.6%); visiting friends and relatives 
(38.2%) and business/sport (8.2%). An analysis of their main destination indicated 
domestic travel (62.5%) and international travel (34.8%). Of this total, 126 (or 13.2%) 
of these tourists reported being a victim of tourist crime. 
Materials 
The completed survey collected information relating to four domains: 
a) Travel characteristics – including past travel experiences described by reason 
for travel (visiting friends/relatives; leisure/holiday; business/sport) and 
destination (domestic/international). Respondents who had experienced tourist 
crime victimization were required to provide addition information on crime 
characteristics including tourist crime location (domestic/international); type of 
crime (person versus property); tourist site location (home base, transport, 
shopping or public space); social influence (friends, family, hosts, tourism 
employees); to whom did they report the crime (hospitality, tourism or criminal 
justice); and, was the crime reported to the local police force. 
b) Personal/demographic information of the tourist including: age, gender, 
highest education level, employment status and ethnic background. 
c) Personality/psychographic information using the Allocentric Tourist 
Personality Inventory (see Chapter 3). The Inventory contains 30 items: 15 items 
measuring Allocentricism - Psychocentricism and 15 items measuring 
extraversion - introversion. 
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d) Socio-psychological factors - including attitude toward tourism, future 
intentions to travel, peer influences on travel and perceived control over barriers 
to travel (e.g., work, money, time and someone to share trip). 
Results 
A comparison of psychobehavioural characteristics between tourist crime 
victims and tourists who indicated that they had not been a victim of tourist crime is 
summarized in Table 12.2. Tourist crime victims have had more total travel 
experiences, with a significantly greater number of overseas trips visiting friends and 
relatives and holidaying compared to tourists who had not been victims of tourist crime. 
While tourist crime victims did not have a greater percentage of overseas trips 
(compared to total trips), they did report that they were more likely to be victims of 
crime while on overseas trips. Two further analyses were completed. The percentage of 
trips involving revisits was significantly higher (χ2 . = 3.86, df = 1, p < 0.05) for 
domestic destinations (75.73%) than for international locations (46.90%). Finally, the 
tourist crime rate compared to crime victimization in an equivalent Australian sample 
was calculated. The overall crime rate (both personal and property) in NSW in 1997 
was 17.4% (Freeman, 1998). The tourist crime victimization rate is 13.2% over an 
average tourist trip of 22 days. This can be compared to Brunt et al. (2000) rate of 9.73 
for British tourists. The adjusted (13.2 x 16.6) annual tourist crime rate is therefore 
219.1 or over 12 times the crime rate for an equivalent Australian sample. 
Table 12.2. Characteristics of tourist crime victimizations 
Variable Victim 
(N = 126) 
non-victim 
(N = 831) 
test of 
significance 
significance  
(p < 0.05) 
% of international travel  36.5% 35.4% χ2 = .054 not 
% of international locations 47.7% 34.8% χ2 . = 3.86 yes 
Total travel experience X = 27.26 X = 23.87 t = 4.59 yes 
Type of trip VFRoverseas 3.05 2.35 t = 6.04 yes 
Type of trip HOLoverseas 2.67 1.89 t = 5.23 yes 
Type of trip BUSoverseas 1.29 1.21 t = 0.078 not 
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The demographic profile of tourist crime victims compared to non-victims (see 
Table 12.3) indicates non-significant differences in age, gender, employment status, and 
ethnicity. Tourist crime victims, however, were statistically better educated (t = 4.98, df 
= 955, p < 0.05) when compared to tourists who reported that they had not been victims 
of tourist crime. 
Table 12.3. Demographics of tourist crime victims and non-victims 
Variable Victim 
(N = 126) 
non-victim 
(N = 831) 
test of 
significance 
significance  
(p < 0.05) 
age X = 29.5 years X = 29.9 years t = .289 not 
gender (% male) 40.5% 41.4% χ2 = .038 not 
education (% 
tertiary) 
 
64% 
 
42.0% 
 
t = 4.98 
 
yes 
employment (% 
employed) 
 
73.8% 
 
67.9% 
 
χ2 = 1.79 
 
not 
ethnicity (% 
Australian-born) 
 
64.3% 
 
57.4% 
 
χ2 = 2.13 
 
not 
 
Psychographics – victims of crime 
There was a statistically significant correlation between Allocentricism - 
Psychocentricism and tourist crime victimization (rs (951) = .162, p < 0.05). This 
indicated that the higher tourists’ score on Allocentricism, the more likely they were a 
victim of tourist crime. There was a non-significant correlation between extroversion - 
introversion and tourist crime victimization. A one-way ANOVA comparing tourist 
types and tourist crime victimization showed a significant between group difference 
(F(3, 947) = 13.69, p < 0.05). The adventurer tourist personality type (as predicted) was 
the most likely to become a victim of crime, with the groupie tourist personality type 
being the least likely to become of victim of tourist crime. Using Scheffe’s post-hoc 
analysis, the adventurer tourist personality type was significantly different from the 
other tourist personality types, while the groupie personality type was not significantly 
different from the other two tourist personality types (guided and explorer). The results 
are summarized in Table 12.4 
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Table 12.4. Percentage of each tourist type for victim group and total tourist group 
Group guided groupie explorer adventurer 
victim (n = 126) 16.7% 11.9% 23.8% 47.6% 
total tourist (n = 951) 22.1% 26.8% 24.9% 26.2% 
 
Socio-psychological factors 
There are a number of socio-psychological factors that have a statistically 
significant relationship with tourist crime victimization (see Table 12.5). The more a 
tourist has engaged in previous travel, the more likely he / she has been a victim of 
tourist crime. Tourists with strong positive attitudes toward tourism (e.g., tourism 
benefits society), the more likely this person will be a victim of tourist crime. Peer 
influences (in terms of friends / family) in supporting the tourist to travel are positively 
associated with tourist crime victimization. Further, there was a positive correlation 
between tourist crime victimization and having family and friends to share their next 
tourist trip. Finally, there was a significant negative correlation between having money 
to travel (perceived control) and tourist crime victimization. That is, tourist who 
perceived they did not have the money to travel, were statistically less likely to be a 
victim of tourist crime. In summary, there was a significant set of social psychological 
factors that were associated with tourist crime victimization. 
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Table 12.5. Socio-psychological factors associated with tourist crime victims and non-
victims 
socio-psychological factors correlation (rp) significance (p < 0.05) 
total tourist experience .147 Yes 
positive attitude to tourism .093 Yes 
future intention to travel .057 Not 
peer influences - family .069 Yes 
peer influences - friends .066 Yes 
perceived control - money - .092 Yes 
perceived control - shared trip - .081 Yes 
perceived control - work - .015 Not 
perceived control - time - .027 Not 
 
Psychographics and tourist crime victimization 
An overall summary of the predictive validity of the Allocentric Tourist 
Personality Inventory regarding tourist crime victimization was summarized in Table 
12.6. Overall, the Allocentric tourist personality construct was able to correctly predict 
44 (or 68.8%) out of a possible 64 statistical tests. This provided strong support of the 
Allocentric tourist personality construct. A closer analysis indicated that the Allocentric 
tourist personality construct had near perfect predictive validity of tourist crime 
victimization (96.4% or 27 correct predictions out of a possible 28). The ability to 
predict the actions of tourist victims after victimization was much lower, appears more 
complex and will require a further analysis of tourist personality and the tourist 
environment. Specific predictions and a greater in-depth analysis of the role of 
Allocentric tourist personality in tourist crime victimization were presented. 
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Table 12.6 Summary table indicating significance and (in)correct predictions 
 Correlation with Subtype with 
Variable Allocentric extraversion highest score lowest score 
Tourist victim Allocentric [S] Extraversion [S] Adventurer [P] Guided [NP] 
Person crime Allocentric [S] Extraversion [S] Adventurer [P] Guided [P] 
Property crime Allocentric [S] Extraversion [S] Adventurer [P] Guided [P] 
Crime site 
location 
Public space 
Home base 
Transport 
Shopping 
 
Allocentric [S] 
Allocentric [S] 
Allocentric [S] 
 
Allocentric [S] 
 
Extraversion [S] 
none [S] 
none [S] 
 
Introversion [S] 
 
Adventurer [P] 
Allocentric [P] 
Allocentric [P] 
 
Explorer [P] 
 
Guided [P] 
Psychocentric [P] 
Psychocentric [P] 
 
Groupie [P] 
Social influence 
Discuss 
before 
Advice 
reporting 
Advice from 
family 
Advice from 
friends 
Advice from 
Tourism 
Industry 
 
Psychocentric 
[S] 
Psychocentric 
[S] 
Psychocentric 
[S] 
Allocentric [S] 
 
Allocentric* 
 
Extraversion [S] 
 
Introversion 
[NS] 
Introversion [S] 
 
Extraversion [S] 
 
Introversion* 
 
Groupie [P] 
 
Guided [NP] 
 
Guided [P] 
 
Adventurer [P] 
 
Explorer* 
 
Explorer [P] 
 
Adventurer [NP] 
 
Adventurer [NP] 
 
Guided [P] 
 
Groupie* 
Reporting 
Everyone 
 
Police 
 
Tourism 
Industry 
 
Psychocentric 
[NS] 
Psychocentric 
[NS] 
Allocentric [NS] 
 
Extraversion [S] 
 
Extraversion [S] 
 
Extraversion [S] 
 
Groupie [NP] 
 
Groupie [NP] 
 
Adventurer [P] 
 
Explorer [NP] 
 
Explorer [NP] 
 
Guided [NP] 
Official 
reporting 
Psychocentric 
[NS] 
Extraversion [S] Groupie [NP] Explorer [NP] 
legend: S = statistically significant; NS = not statistically significant; P = predicted; NP = not predicted; * too few cases. 
 
Type of crime 
The ratio of total person crimes to total property crimes reflects the general 
community figures of person to property (10:90) (Freeman, 1998). As predicted, the 
Adventurer (Allocentric, Extravert) who travels with other tourists to high crime areas 
(e.g., crowded night clubs and bars, etc.) was much more likely to be assaulted and was 
also more likely to be victims of property crimes. Psychocentric tourist groups (the 
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Guided and the Groupie) predictably did not record any person crime victimization but 
were susceptible to property crimes (see social factors). 
Table 12.7 Type of crime by tourist personality sub-type 
Type of crime Total Guided Groupie Explorer Adventurer 
Person 11.9% 0 0 20.0% 80.0% 
Property 88.1% 18.9% 13.5% 24.3% 43.2% 
 
Crime site location 
As predicted, the Adventurer tourist personality type was overall more likely to 
be a tourist crime victim and had the greatest probability of being victimized in public 
space, at the home base (private residence, hotel, hostel, etc.), and using hire cars or 
public transport. The Explorer tourist type was the most likely to be a victim during 
shopping excursions. The least likely victims in crime site locations are: in public space 
(Guided and Groupie); at home base (Guided), on transport (Groupie and Explorer); 
and, shopping (Groupie). 
Table 12.8 Crime site location by tourist personality sub-type 
Crime site location Total Guided Groupie Explorer Adventurer 
Public space 34.1% 7.0% 7.0% 27.9% 58.1% 
Home-base 20.6% 11.5% 23.1% 23.1% 42.3% 
Transport 19.0% 29.2% 12.5% 12.5% 45.8% 
Shopping 4.6% 25.0% 8.3% 41.7% 25.0% 
 
Psychographics – Response to tourist crime victimization 
The results associated with reporting tourist crime victimization is divided into 
seven hypothetical stages 
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Social influence (discussing tourist crime victimization before crime reporting) 
As predicted, the Groupie (Psychocentric, Extravert) tourist type was the most 
likely (at 80%) to seek out and discuss their tourist crime victimization before they 
decided whether to report the crime. The Groupie type is made up of extraverted 
(social) people often travelling in large tour groups. Again as predicted, the Explorer 
(Allocentric, Introvert) type was the least likely to discuss tourist crime victimization 
before reporting the crime. The most probable reason why only 50% discussed the 
crime with others was opportunity as members of this tourist type typically travel alone 
(few co-travellers) and in foreign destinations (only strangers to discuss this personal 
victimization). 
Table 12.9 Discussion before reporting by tourist personality sub-type 
 Total Guided Groupie Explorer Adventurer 
Discussion before reporting 59.5% 57.1% 80.0% 50.0% 60.0% 
 
Social influence (Someone advised crime reporting) 
Overall, the recommended advice to report tourist crime victimization was 
extremely low (31.0%). The two extraverted groups were the most likely to be given the 
advice to report the crime: the Groupie (at 40%); and, the Adventurer (at 35%). The 
lowest rate of recommending the reporting of tourist-related crime was again provided 
to the Explorer tourist type (at 20%). It would seem that what little advice the Explorer 
type receives, most of it appears to discourage tourist crime reporting. An interesting 
question arises from this. Is the advice not to report due to the Allocentric nature of the 
trip (i.e., remote, foreign, etc.) or is it the source of the advice (stranger from the host 
community or a member of the tourist industry)? 
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Table 12.10 Advice by tourist personality sub-type 
 Total Guided Groupie Explorer Adventurer 
Advised reporting crime 31.0% 28.6% 40.0% 20.0% 35% 
 
Social influence (Who gave the advice?) 
Only 42 (out of the 126 victims) reported the status of the person who provided 
the recommendation to report the crime. The small number of respondents makes any 
analysis questionable. The only trend seemed to be that the Psychocentric tourist types 
(Guided and Groupie) indicated that family members recommended reporting the crime, 
while the Allocentric tourist personality types (Adventurer and Explorer) received 
advice to report the victimization from friends. Only three tourists indicated receiving 
advice from the tourism industry and for all three instances, there was a 
recommendation to report the crime.  
Table 12.11 Type of co-traveller by tourist personality sub-type 
 Total Guided Groupie Explorer Adventurer 
Acquaintance – family 35.7% 40.0% 40.0% 0% 20% 
Acquaintance - friend 50% 0% 14.3% 28.6% 57.1% 
Tourist industry employee 14.3% 0% 0% 0% 100% 
 
Tourist crime reporting – Everyone 
The Guided (Psychocentric, Introvert) was the tourist group most likely to report 
crime victimization (at 71.4%). This was predicted as this tourist group travelled with a 
select personal group of friends/family whose recommendations (for reporting) have 
had a major influence on their decision making. Further, these tourists have had 
straight-forward reporting to a familiar (Psychocentric) Criminal Justice System. The 
least likely to report tourist crime victimization was the Groupie tourist type. This was 
not predicted.  
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Table 12.12 Percentage reporting crime by tourist personality sub-type 
 Total Guided Groupie Explorer Adventurer 
Percentage reporting the crime 54.8% 71.4% 40.0% 60.0% 50.0% 
 
Tourist crime reporting – To whom 
Interestingly, only 63.6% of tourist victimization crimes are reported directly to 
the police. A third more crimes are reported to the hospitality industry (hotel 
managers/staff) or various members of the tourism industry. While tourists may feel that 
they have “correctly” reported the crime, further research is needed to determine 
whether these crimes are registered on any official data base. If not, then there continues 
to be an under-estimation of tourist crime victimization. In terms of crime reporting, 
Adventurers are more likely to report crimes to members of the hospitality and tourism 
industries rather than the police force. The Explorer type is also more likely to report 
tourist crimes to the tourism industry (which may be more visible in distant foreign 
lands) than the Criminal Justice System. The two (conservative) Psychocentric 
personality types report the vast majority of their crime victimization to the official 
police force.  
Table 12. 13 Crime reported to whom by tourist personality sub-type 
Reported to whom Total Guided Groupie Explorer Adventurer 
Police 63.6% 21.4% 14.3% 28.6% 35.7% 
Hospitality Industry 18.2% 0% 0% 25% 75% 
Tourism Industry 16.7% 27.3% 0% 45.4% 27.3% 
Bank/Credit card 1.5% 0% 0% 100% 0% 
 
Tourist crime reporting – Criminal Justice System (Police) 
The basis for official tourist crime statistics are police records. This victim 
survey indicates that only 45.2% of tourists report their victimization to the police. The 
final statistic is likely to be lower. Police may interview the (tourist) complainant but 
deciding not to proceed because it was not a crime (but a cultural misunderstanding) or 
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it was a crime but the victim (potential witness) will not be available for the subsequent 
trial. It may also miss the official tourism crime statistics because the police may record 
the crime but fail to record that the victim was a tourist. The rates of reporting crimes 
across tourist personality types vary from a high of 60% by the Explorer type to a low 
of 35% by the Adventurer tourist type. These statistics were not predicted. 
Table 12. 14 Offical crime reporting by tourist personality sub-type 
 Total Guided Groupie Explorer Adventurer 
Official reporting to the police 
force 
45.2% 57.1% 40.0% 60.0% 35.0% 
 
Discussion 
The key to understanding tourist crime victimization are two of the above 
results: the adjusted crime rate for tourists and the significant positive correlation 
between tourist crime victimization and total travel experience. This research found that 
the adjusted (for time spent on trip) tourism crime rate is more than 12 times the crime 
rate for an equivalent Australian sample. This supports the vast amount of past research 
that has consistently indicated that an increase in tourism leads to an increase in crime 
(see Brunt et al., 2000; Chesney-Lind et al., 1983; Walmsley et al., 1983). For example, 
Brunt et al. (2000) completed a survey type study in the United Kingdom and found 
tourist crime victimization rates (depending on the type of crime) to be 20 times higher 
than non-tourism crime rates. Further, the strongest predictor of becoming a crime 
victim during a tourist experience was that person’s previous travel experience. That is, 
the more travel a person had completed in the past, the more likely he / she was to be a 
victim of tourist crime. A further analysis of this past travel behaviour indicated that the 
main factors influencing this relationship was amount of overseas travel while visiting 
friends and relatives and taking a leisure / holiday. Interestingly, overseas business 
travel was not related to experiencing tourist crime. To further clarify this relationship, 
it was found that while the percentage of overseas travel in this sample was 34.8%, the 
percentage of tourist crimes committed while tourists were overseas was 47.7%. 
These results support Cohen’s (1987) environmental bubble theory. The 
environmental bubble theory predicts that the further a person moves away from home, 
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the greater the risk of crime victimization. Thus, Cohen’s theory is supported by two 
findings: that the crime rate is 12 times higher against tourists and, there is a greater 
percentage of tourist crime occurring to visitors when they are overseas. The results also 
support Felson’s (1994) routine activities approach. Felson’s routine activities approach 
would predict that tourists travelling overseas would be more likely to become victims 
of crime because they would be completing a higher percentage of non-routine (or 
novel) activities. This prediction is supported by three findings: the higher crime rate 
against tourists; the greater the percentage of crimes occurring during overseas travel; 
and, the extra finding that significantly more overseas travel is to new destinations. That 
is, tourist crime is more likely to occur when tourists are travelling overseas to new 
destinations, the time when non-routine activities in unfamiliar tourist destinations are 
maximized. Thus, the results of this study support both Cohen’s environmental bubble 
and Felson’s routine activities approach to crime victimization. Felson’s theory, 
however, is more comprehensive and provides a number of informative directions for 
further research. Felson (1994) analysed crime in terms of four components: offender; 
victim; presence / absence of guardians; and, situation / context. In terms of future 
investigations into tourist crime victimization, researchers could focus on offenders 
convicted of tourist related crimes to determine if tourists were purposefully targeted 
and, if so, what variables (appearance, behaviour, venue / location) determined choice 
of victim. Further research into tourist crime victimization should focus on victim 
factors that may increase the probability of tourist crime. Some of the purported 
variables are: signs of (portable) wealth; frequenting nightclubs / bars; and conflicting 
norms of dress, speech and behaviour. A further untested factor is the presence / 
absence of “guardians”. The role of co-travellers (friends, relatives, other tourists in 
organized groups) has not been studied in term of tourist crime prevention. Finally, 
Felson (1994) analysed the situation / environment in terms of opportunity for crime. 
Two concepts appear relevant to tourist settings. The first is the notion of 
defensible space. Defensible space defines that area that individuals feel responsible for. 
In some tourist settings hosts and tourists may not become involved in crime prevention 
because they feel alienated from tourism planning/development and therefore do not 
feel personally responsible for the surroundings. Secondly, the design of tourist 
facilities may be attractive to crime. Such elements as maximising leisure activities in 
one area and designing areas with maximum public access provides potential offenders 
with easy access to and escape from large numbers of potential victims. The remaining 
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aspect of the tourist environment that requires research is the response of the Criminal 
Justice System to tourist crime. Along with various other types of crime, tourist crime 
victimization would seem to be under-reported. This under-reporting could be 
investigated using victim surveys that inquire into reasons for non-reporting. Factors 
influencing the non-recording of tourism-related crimes may be due to the victim’s 
decision not to report the crime or the Criminal Justice System’s reaction to the victim. 
Tourists may not report the crime because they perceive the crime as non-serious, 
consider the crime was due to their own negligence, they believe that the police will not 
be able to solve the crime, or they determine that the whole process will be too time-
consuming to achieve a conviction. The Criminal Justice System may decide not to 
continue with a compliant if they believe the tourist will be going home and not be 
returning for the subsequent court case. A detailed analysis of the cognitive processes of 
tourist crime victims after the crime needs to be completed.  
The demographic, psychographic and social factors that show a positive 
statistical relationship with tourist crime victimization can also be conceptualized as 
factors that increase tourist travel overseas (which in turn influences actual tourist crime 
victimization). The only demographic factor that distinguishes between tourists who 
reported crime victimization, and those who did not, is education. Tourist crime victims 
have a significantly higher education attainment than tourists who indicated they had 
not been victims of crime. Age, gender, employment, and ethnicity all failed to 
distinguish between tourist crime victims and tourists who did not experience crime. 
Statistically, well-educated people have higher levels of disposable income and are 
more likely to spend this income on overseas trips (which are more expensive in terms 
of travel and length of stay) compared to domestic trips. While employment status did 
not reach significance, further analyses may need to be done on this data. The 
“unemployed” category contained unemployed, students and retirees. These groups are 
not homogeneous in terms of tourism and may need to be investigated separately.  
Allocentric tourists are more venturesome and are therefore more likely to travel 
independently to little known overseas destinations. Thus, Allocentric tourists are more 
likely to move well away from their environmental bubble (Cohen, 1987) and are more 
likely to engage in non-routine (adventure-type) activities (Felson, 1994). The 
prediction that the adventurer tourist personality type (Allocentric, Extrovert) would be 
more likely to be a victim of crime was supported. This group is more likely to met new 
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friends, stop at many destinations for shorter periods, and do many exciting things 
(especially leisure type activities). All of these behaviours are indicative of non-routine 
activities and therefore higher crime victimization. The other three tourist types 
(explorer, guided, and groupie) were significantly less likely to be victims of crime and 
were not significantly different from each other. While the psychographic theory 
predicted the guided tourist personality type (Psychocentric, Introvert) would be the 
least likely to become a tourist crime victim, it was the groupie sub-type (Psychocentric, 
Extravert) that showed the lowest tourist crime victimization. This may be explained by 
Felson’s routine activities concept of “guardianship”. A guardian is defined as someone 
who knows and will protect the person and his / her property. When alone on an 
overseas tourist experience guardians are rare to non-existent. However, the groupie 
rarely travels alone. By travelling with a group of friends or travelling with a packaged 
tour, the groupie increases the presence of guardians and therefore reduces the chances 
of tourist crime victimization. 
Many social factors are correlated with tourist crime victimization. However, the 
relationship is statistically weak and explains only about one percent of the variance. 
Again, tourist crime victimization is positively correlated to previous travel experience. 
Thus, social psychological factors that predict travel behaviour should also have at least 
a weak statistical relationship with tourist crime victimization. The results indicate that 
tourist crime victimization is positively related to a positive attitude to tourism and 
family and peer support of tourist travel. Tourist crime victimization is negatively 
correlated to lack of money and the absence of friends / family to share the next trip. 
Again, social psychological factors seem only to be indirectly related to tourist crime 
victimization, but an in-depth analysis of this relationship has yet to be completed. 
Implications, future research and limitations 
The most important aspect of this study is to confirm the positive relationship 
between crime and tourist development. While this research fails to highlight causal 
links, it does explore possible relationships between demographic, psychographic, and 
social factors and tourist crime victimization. Interestingly, the major finding is that the 
same factors that predict who will engage in tourist behaviours, also predicts who will 
become a victim of tourist crime. One of the implications of this finding is that 
criminals may be identifying tourists as potential victims. To further investigate this, the 
strong relationship between tourist personality type and tourist crime victimization 
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needs to be explored. The characteristics of the adventurer type need to be studied. 
While the tourist population is constituted by approximately a quarter of the adventurer 
tourist personality type, this type makes up nearly a half of the tourists who were 
victimized. An analysis of adventurer tourist personality type indicates they had 
behaviour preferences that may increase the chances of crime victimization. These 
include: being venturesome; not pre-planning or pre-booking; travelling to new places, 
travelling overseas to different cultures, meeting new people (both host and other 
tourists) and completing many leisure / tourist activities. Further research needs to be 
completed to determine if these tourist behaviours increase the chances of being a 
victim of tourist crime.  
There are a number of limitations of this study. The major limitation is the lack 
of previous research into tourist crime victimization. While there are many population-
based studies using (inadequate) criminal justice records, there are surprisingly few 
victim studies and there is only one previous tourist crime victim study. There is a need 
for more tourist crime studies focusing on variables that predict victimization. One of 
the concerns with this lack of research is generality of findings. This study is limited to 
Australian tourists who may be coming from a home environment that is relatively safer 
than their overseas destinations. If this is so, then there is a competing explanation for 
the finding that tourists are more likely to be victims of crime when travelling overseas. 
The size of the sample is also an issue. With the non-adjusted tourist crime 
victimization rate around 10%, very large surveys are required to achieve a reasonable 
number of tourist crime victims. Finally, the correlation research reported here is no 
more than suggestive of possible causal relationships. Regression analyses and various 
statistical modelling procedures need to be completed to determine the manner in which 
these influences determine tourist crime victimization. 
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CHAPTER 5 GENERAL DISCUSSION 
Purpose of chapter 
This chapter has six major sections. The first section summarizes the thesis. The 
next section describes the current knowledge regarding the Allocentric tourist 
personality dimension. The third section provides a description of the Psychocentric 
personality dimension. This section is followed by a summary of the thesis’ hypotheses 
and the associated research evaluation and theoretical explanations of the research 
outcomes. The next section describes, in detail, the four tourist personality types. The 
final section discusses the main limitations of the thesis and highlights future directions 
for research and application.  
Summary of thesis 
An exhaustive literature review of the psychology of tourism area found that the 
discipline of Psychology has largely ignored the applied area of tourism. There have 
only been two books published describing the psychology of tourism (Pearce, 1982; 
Ross, 1994) and a further five texts focusing on consumer psychology of tourism, 
hospitality, and leisure. Literature in the area of tourism psychology is also limited. 
Only 73 published articles (out of 5513 tourism articles) were found in the complete 
sets of the six major tourism journals. While 47 of these articles focused on tourism 
personality, only two described personality traits, and only one of these focussed on the 
assessment of tourist personality. That article, Pizam et al. (2004), highlighted the role 
of the dimensions of venturesomeness and risk-taking and related the results to the first 
tourist personality study (Plog, 1974). This early study (published in a business 
hospitality journal) described an empirical study and a tourist personality dimension 
(Allocentricism versus Psychocentrism), but failed to provide the personality measure 
and its psychometrics. Plog’s subsequent writings expanded on the description of these 
tourist types (Plog, 1979; 1987; 1991; 1994; 1995), changed the name of the 
dimensional continuum to the more “reader friendly” venturers versus dependables, and 
criticised researchers who failed to use his commercially restricted inventory (Plog, 
2001). A summary of the tourism literature found three areas of research describing 
tourist types: Sociology, Psychology, and Business Marketing.  The earliest sociological 
study (Cohen, 1972) focused on the role of tourism in helping individuals’ 
understanding their humanity in modern technological societies. Cohen’s (1972) 
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description of four tourist typologies was based on three themes: quest for novelty; 
degree of contact with tourist industry; and, the desire (or not) to interact with the local 
host culture and people. Subsequent sociological studies confirmed these themes 
(Basala & Klenosky, 2001). Psychological research in tourism personality has been 
limited to Plog’s personality research. Other researchers have used other (generic) 
personality measures and found the most significant relationships using sensation 
seeking and risk-taking scales. 
Overall, the psychological studies confirmed the sociological conclusions by 
finding that tourists varied on the degree of independence from the travel industry, the 
degree of pre-trip planning, and whether the motivation to travel was exploration and 
tourist-host interaction or escape from a stressful work-life to rest, relax and recuperate. 
Research undertaken by Business Marketing was atheoretical and dominated by survey 
data subjected to multi-variate analysis to create market segmentation for use by the 
tourism industry. These purely descriptive analyses of tourist types have fulfilled their 
market segmentation role but have not advanced the conceptual development of a 
tourism-specific personality.  
In response to this lack of conceptual development in the field of tourism, this 
research began by completing an empirical analysis on the relevant tourism literature. 
This analysis was based on 76 tourism typology studies that described a total 349 tourist 
types and used approximately 90,000 respondents from 20 different countries. However, 
this comparative analysis concluded that previous research on tourism personality types 
was disjointed and atheoretical. In an attempt to provide a coherent, unifying 
description of a tourism personality, a qualitative analysis of the 349 tourist type 
descriptors was undertaken. The qualitative analysis provided four major themes: travel 
behaviours (what the tourist did before, during and after travelling); destination 
characteristics (where they travelled and what destination factors were important); 
psychosocial aspects (who did they travel with and who did they visit); and, 
psychographics (who were these tourists in terms of demographics and personality 
traits).  
Given the dominance of these four themes, an attempt was made to integrate all 
tourist type descriptors into these themes. While many tourism researchers had focused 
on one of the themes, other researchers had described tourists in terms of more than one 
theme. For instance, Smith (1977) described seven tourist types in terms of both 
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psychosocial aspects (degree of social interaction with other tourists and hosts) and 
travel behaviours (degree of use of tourism infra-structure). Only one study, Nickerson 
and Ellis (1991) successfully described (eight) tourist types in terms of psychographics 
(Allocentricism and Psychocentricism); amount of travel behaviour; psychosocial 
influences (degree of extraversion); and, destination characteristics (novelty versus 
familiarity). To triangulate the results and provide a detailed (lexical), rich description 
of these themes, a lexical analysis of the 349 tourist types was completed. Using the top 
100 (lemmatised) words a comprehensive detailed description of the four themes was 
created. For instance, the psychographic variable (who is the tourist) provided 
demographics (age, gender, education level, income) and personality descriptions 
(mainly type descriptions such as Guided, Explorer, Adventurer, Drifter, etc.) and 
motivation, emotional states and values.  
To be able to translate these descriptors into personality traits, a qualitative 
lexical analysis was completed on the 349 tourist types. This analysis began by 
classifying the tourist types into those that describe Allocentrics types versus those that 
described Psychocentric types. The final description of Allocentric tourists included 
tourists who sought novelty and the unfamiliar, who were free and independent of the 
tourism industry, and whose tourism experiences were unplanned and unstructured. The 
second analysis included tourist personality types who displayed Psychocentric 
characteristics. The description included tourists who relied on and use of the tourism 
industry, sought the familiar and shunned novelty, and, required a high degree of pre-
planning and structure in their forthcoming tourist experience. Table 4.4 highlighted the 
similarities and differences in terms of psychographics (personality traits); 
demographics (who); travel behaviours (does what); psychosocial aspects (with whom); 
and, travel destination choice (where). This then formed the basis of the development of 
a tourist-specific personality inventory.  
The main focus on test development was to create items that evaluated 
(concrete) behavioural aspects associated with tourism and had reliability and validity. 
It was assumed that such items had a consistency between tourist behaviour and a 
tourist-specific personality trait. The self-report measures that were utilized followed 
the typical format used in tourism industry surveys. The major psychometric 
considerations when developing a personality inventory included reliability and various 
forms of validity. The major generic personality inventories (see Allport & Odbert, 
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1936; Cattell, 1979; Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975; Costa & McCrae, 1992) all based their 
test development on lexical analyses of personality descriptors in natural languages. 
Here, the lexicon used to derive tourism personality descriptors came from the academic 
tourism literature. Such material provided face validity and by covering all four themes 
(tourist, travel behaviours, relationship with other tourists and hosts, destination 
characteristics) provided content validity. That is, respondents answered items on 
tourism and about the four central aspects of tourism. Once created, this tourist 
personality inventory was evaluated in terms of reliability and criterion and construct 
validity.  
The two forms of criterion validity were firmly established. Concurrent validity 
was established by comparing the Allocentric personality dimension with both 
Extraversion (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1970) and Openness to new experiences (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992). Predictive validity was evaluated by determining the ability of the 
inventory to confirm a wide range of specific hypotheses generated from the literature. 
This research contributed to the general discussion on trait theories. For instance, 
research was completed on the relative contribution of traits versus situation factors, the 
importance of choosing specific behaviours, attempting to determine the importance of 
such (positive and negative) behaviours, and finally, possible causative conditions 
regarding how traits influenced behaviour. This tourist personality inventory also 
evaluated stability over the life span and the contribution of variables associated with 
individual differences (such as gender, age, education, income and ethnicity).  
The Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory was constructed from the results 
of the qualitative and quantitative analyses described in Chapter 2. The items had face 
validity (all focused on tourist behaviours) and had content validity (focused on the 
traits described from the studies of Chapter 2 and covered by the main four themes - 
tourists, travel behaviours, co-travellers and hosts, and destinations). Once the (15) 
items were constructed, the inventory was administered to a population sample (N = 
317) and the following measures were completed: inter-correlation matrix, item 
analysis, two reliability measures (Split-half and Cronbach’s Alpha), a preliminary 
single component factor analysis, and preliminary validation data regarding individual 
differences. The majority of items of the inter-correlation matrix demonstrated 
statistically significant correlations in the predicted theoretical direction. This supported 
the notion that the selected items were measuring one personality construct (significant 
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correlations) and have the predicted theorectical relationships with the hypothesized 
personality construct (significant correlations in the predicted direction). The items in 
the proposed inventory were subjected to an item analysis. In general, the items had 
good discrimination (the average score around the theoretical mean with all items 
attracting extreme scores), although the population sample showed a slight Allocentric 
bias to the total inventory. That is, they were more likely to respond positively to 
Allocentric items and negatively to Psychocentric items.  
Reliability measures showed acceptable Split-half reliabilities and acceptable 
(internal) Cronbach’s Alpha reliability. The Alpha Item-Total statistics indicated that 
the removal of some items may (minimally) increase the internal reliability, but it was 
decided to continue to develop the inventory with all the items and thus evaluated the 
whole construct in terms of the broadest range of tourist behaviours. The single 
component Factor Analysis showed that the sample’s conception of tourism was from 
the Psychocentric viewpoint (i.e., responded to items on familiarity, the same culture, 
not an adventure and non-foreign). This supported other research that highlighted the 
notion that most tourist experiences were mundane and Psychocentric (for escape and 
rest/relaxation) and that the ideal tourist experience including an extensive trip to a 
remote locale to meet hosts was rarely achieved (due to money, opportunity, and time 
constraints). The items that contributed small amounts to the single factor solution 
included Allocentric items such as a preference for non-tourist settings, visit 
destinations before others, and fly not drive to tourist destinations. Item #4 (enjoy 
commonplace activities such as sun, surf, and sand) performed poorly on all item 
analyses and measures of reliability and should in the future be rephrased or deleted.  
The final analysis of this study was relating the Tourist Personality Inventory to 
individual differences. As predicted from the qualitative and quantitative analyses 
completed in Chapter 2, there were no gender or ethnic differences but there was a 
significant positive relationship between level of education and Allocentricism. The 
surprising result was the negative correlation between age and Allocentricism. That is, 
as tourists age, their total score on the Allocentric inventory is significantly lower. 
While this was not predicted from the analyses in Chapter 2, it is consistent with the Big 
Five personality traits (Openness and Extraversion) that indicated that as people age, 
they became less open to new experiences and less extraverted/social. It would seem 
that as people age they may also be less likely to seek out (more) novel experiences, to 
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travel independent of the tourism industry, and be as interested in travelling to remote 
areas to meet culturally different people.  
Criterion (or more specifically concurrent) validity was evaluated in terms of 
Extraversion and Openness to new experiences. A number of tourist researchers had 
equated Allocentricism with being active, lively, social and seeking change through 
novelty – all characteristics common with Extraversion. However, there was not a 
significant correlation between Allocentricism and Extraversion, and in a two factor 
solution only the “active” trait was common. The dimension of Allocentricism had also 
been related to visiting new places, trying foreign foods, having a wide range of 
interests and willingness to experience the ideas of other cultures – all characteristics 
associated with the Big Five’s Openness to new experiences. This commonality was 
supported by the statistically significant correlation between the respondents’ scores on 
the Allocentric scale and their scores on the Openness scale. A factor analysis of the 
complete set of items from both scales demonstrated a significant overlap between the 
two scales. The factor analysis solution created a new factor that was made up of 
behaviour/action items from both scales The other two factors were more psychological 
in nature, being labelled emotional openness and intellectual motivation.  
The remaining study of Chapter 3 evaluated the predictive validity of the new 
tourist personality inventory. The first part of the study compared respondents’ 
Allocentric scores with their last tourist experience, A Chi Square analysis indicated 
that there was no relationship between their Allocentric Personality score and their last 
actual tourist experience. However, when asked to describe their ideal (or preferred) 
tourist experience, there was a significant relationship with their Allocentric Tourist 
Personality Inventory. The explanation for these results centres around situation-based 
constraints on travel destination decisions. When asked why they had not achieved their 
ideal tourist experience, 92% of tourists indicated that their life situation prevented them 
from taking such a trip. These constraints included lack of money, lack of opportunity 
and lack of time (mainly due to work commitments). Therefore, the major reason for the 
failure of the tourist personality inventory to predict tourist destination choice was 
external, situational factors. Hence, any (tourist) personality inventory would be 
unlikely to predict tourist destination choice. One of the suggested ways of increasing 
the predictability of a personality inventory was to be more specific in defining the 
(dependent variable) behaviours that were involved in the prediction. In the next study, 
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the predictive validity of the tourist personality inventory was evaluated in terms of 
tourist-related behaviours that are more likely to be influenced by internal personality 
preferences rather than external situation factors. The chosen dependent variables were 
the amount of pre-travel planning, the type of pre-trip information, and the types of 
tourist experiences found to be the most positive and the most negative. The results 
indicated that Psychocentrics were more likely to do more pre-trip planning, more likely 
to revisit previous destinations, more likely to use family for travel information, and 
focused on information regarding cost, accommodation, weather and availability of 
tourist attractions. In constrast, Allocentrics did less pre-planning, were more influenced 
by friends and sought more information on health and safety and on host community 
and their cultures. A final analysis reported in Chapter 3 indicated that for positive 
experiences each tourist personality type described personality consistent experiences, 
whereas for their most negative tourist experience, tourist described experiences that 
were opposite to their tourist personality profile. These findings are consistent with the 
theoretical base for this personality dimension. While this study was exploratory and did 
not make specific predictions about Allocentric and Psychocentric experiences, the 
findings did confirm earlier important distinctions between the two tourist personality 
types. These included for Psychocentrics the most positive experiences involved 
relaxation and beaches and spending time with family, while the negative experiences 
were associated with crime and safety, disruption to travel schedules and cultural 
misunderstandings. In contrast, Allocentrics (for positive experiences) focused on 
activities, played the explorer role and experienced freedom and independence. For 
negative tourist experiences, Allocentrics commented on physical comfort, disputes 
with other tourists and the fact that they wasted some money (through lack of planning). 
Chapter 4 outlined the rationale for developing a tourist taxonomy with the 
addition of a second (personality). The Allocentric-Psychocentric dimension assessed 
the quest for novelty, reliance on the tourism industry and the motivation to explore and 
interact with hosts from diverse backgrounds. However, the dimension remained silent 
on the social (extraversion) dimension that included preference to travel with 
companions and preference for certain types of social interactions while in the tourist 
role. To create a complete tourist personality profile, a second independent Extraversion 
dimension was added to the tourist specific Allocentric scale. This allowed for the 
creation of four tourist types: Guided (Psychocentric, Introvert); Groupie 
(Psychocentric, Extravert); Explorer (Allocentric, Introvert); and, Adventurer 
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(Allocentric, Extravert). Brief descriptions highlighted the influence of each of the trait 
dimensions. The Guided tourist type preferred a sense of isolation, travelling with 
spouse or special friend (Introversion), had all travel details pre-arranged, revisited 
destinations, escaped life’s problems and sought rest/relax (Psychocentrism). The 
Groupie tourist type was described as tourists who travelled with friends or met people 
while on packaged tours, went where the crowds were and engaged in many activities 
(Extraversion), pre-arranged all travel detail (including use of packaged tours), revisited 
destinations or visited traditional holiday destinations such as summer holidays to beach 
resorts (Psychocentric). Explorer types preferred to travel alone and avoid crowds 
(Introversion), but chose their own time-table (had free independent travel) and visited 
remote culturally different communities to enrich their own knowledge by one on one 
interaction (Allocentric). The Adventurer tourist type chose to travel with friends and 
meet new people such as other tourists and hosts (Extraversion), explored new 
destinations and got to know and socialized with the host community (Allocentric). 
With the development and description of these four (inter-related) tourist types, it was 
now possible to evaluate the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory across cultures, 
apply the inventory to predict traveller behaviours of tourists visiting a Tourist 
Information Centre and determine which tourist type was most likely to experience 
crime victimization during their tourist experiences.  
Using the imposed-ETIC research strategy, 303 Chinese residents were surveyed 
in terms of psychographics as measured by the Allocentric tourist personality inventory 
(Study 10). The aim of Study 10 was to evaluate the universality of the Allocentric 
Tourist Destination Inventory. A strong positive correlation between Allocentricism and 
Extraversion was found in the Chinese sample. In the Australian sample, no such 
correlation existed. The tourist type distribution was not equal. There was a greater 
proportion of Psychocentrics tourist types and there were significantly more Guided and 
their dimensionally opposite, the Adventurer tourist type. Evidence that the Allocentric 
Tourist Personality Inventory was not universal arose when the personality structure 
(evaluated by a Factor Analysis) of the Chinese sample was compared to the factor 
structure of the Australian sample. The Chinese Factor solution was different and 
appeared to be diagonal when compared to the Australia. Factor one (Chinese) 
combined Extraversion and Allocentric items (labelled the Active Adventurer type) and 
factor two (Chinese) combined Introversion and Psychocentric items (and labelled the 
Passive Guided). While this reflected the two major tourist types in the (Chinese) 
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sample, it also indicated that the Chinese sample perceived Allocentric distant travel to 
remote areas (say Australia) as social (Extraversion) and travel to visit family 
(Psychocentric) as duty and not (necessarily) social (Introversion). The major 
recommendation of this study was to utilize parallel-EMIC research with qualitative 
methodology to determine how people with a Chinese cultural background 
conceptualised tourism, travel and leisure. It was concluded that any tourist type 
analysis arising from this cross-cultural study was problematic.  
The final two studies reported in this thesis combined applied research (tourists 
visiting Tourist Information Centres and travellers experiencing tourist crime 
victimization) with validation of the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory. The first 
of these studies (Study 11) surveyed 231 domestic and international tourist accessing 
the Melbourne City Tourist Information Centre. They completed a questionnaire that 
included personal information, travel information and the Allocentric Tourist 
Personality Inventory. From the theoretical knowledge previously gained from 
Allocentricism and Extraversion and the four tourist types, 40 predictions were made 
regarding age, culture values, pre-booking behaviours, use of the internet, presence of 
co-travellers, reason for visit, first visit, length of stay, and cultural similarity. Twenty 
five (or 62.5%) of the predictions were statistically confirmed. In summary, 
Allocentricism was not related to age, reason for visit, first (versus revisit) and length of 
stay, but was correlated with tolerating ambiguity/uncertainty, being individualistic, 
absence of pre-booking behaviour, higher use of the internet to pre-plan and pre-book 
and, predicting cultural background of tourist. 
In terms of tourist crime victimization, in Study 12 957 respondents were 
surveyed and completed a questionnaire including items on psychographics (the 
Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory), demographic factors, social psychological 
factors (including perceived control over barriers to travel), and travel behaviours 
(including reasons for travel, co-travellers, destination). For the 126 respondents who 
indicated they were victims of crime while on their trip, additional items that were 
answered included: crime location (domestic versus international), type of crime, site of 
crime, and details regarding decision to report the crime and reporting the crime. 
Overall, tourists were statistically much more likely to be victims of crime and were 
more likely to be victims of crime while travelling overseas. Only 54.8% of tourists 
reported their crime victimization and only 63.6% of those tourists reported the crime to 
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the criminal justice system. Therefore, the tourist crime that is being documented in 
nations’ official crime statistics appears to be under-reported. This research generated 
64 predictions regarding Allocentricism, Extraversion, and the four tourist personality 
types and various aspects of the crime situation. Forty four (or 68.8%) out of the 64 
predictions were statistically significant and in the predicted direction. In summary, 
Allocentrics were statistically more likely to be victims of crime while in the tourist 
role. In terms of tourist personality types, The Adventurer type (Allocentric, Extravert) 
was most likely to be a victim of crime (both person and property), the Groupie was the 
most likely to discuss tourist crime victimization before reporting the crime, the two 
Psychocentric tourist types (Guided and Groupie) were most likely to discuss 
victimization with their families while Allocentric tourists (Explorer and Adventurer) 
were most likely to discuss crime with friends. The Guided tourist type (Psychocentric, 
Introvert) was the most likely to report the crime (to all sources) but the Adventurer was 
most likely to report the crime to the Criminal Justice System. 
What is known about Allocentric tourist personality? 
Allocentricism was a term coined by Stanley Plog (1974) to define a tourist type 
who preferred to be an independent traveller, had non-organized tourist experience, and 
wished to travel to little known destinations. At the opposite end of a continuous 
dimension was a tourist type labelled Psychocentric. In evaluating this personality 
dimension, Smith (1990) found no relationship between Allocentricism and destination 
choice, while Nickerson and Ellis (1991) combined Allocentricism with Extraversion 
and found a moderate relationship between the two personality dimensions. Plog (1995) 
changed the name to Venturers and Pizam et al (2004) equated Allocentricism with high 
risk-taking and high sensation-seeking. This thesis found Allocentricism was not related 
to Extraversion but was correlated with Openness to new experiences. This emphasized 
the idea that Allocentricism was related to the need to seek out novelty, need to explore 
new destinations, and the need to interact with new hosts. This thesis then defined the 
personality construct of Allocentricism using the following traits (see table 13.1) 
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Table 13.1 Summary of trait descriptions for Allocentricism 
Trait characteristics Description 
Intellectually curious Seeking knowledge, being curious to learn during travel 
experiences, exploring/searching, a willing to learn 
Seeking novelty Not the familiar, the desire for discovery including 
destinations, foods, people, etc 
Sociable Seek out and interact with strangers, meeting and being 
stimulated by local hosts 
Venturesome Adventurous (in conjunction with learning and discovering 
something new, exploring the culturally unfamiliar local host 
community 
Risk-taking Travel to the unknown, perceive tourism as an adventure, 
explore and interact with the unknown, free independent 
travel, exposing themselves to health and safety issues 
Individualistic self Internal locus of control and a strong sense of self, self-
assured, self-confident, perceives travel as a personal growth 
experience 
Active enthusiasm about travel Active in tourist pursuits, enthusiastically embraces all 
aspects of the tourism experience 
 
In analysing the demographics of Allocentrics, it was determined that there were 
no gender, age, or cultural differences, but well educated and tourists with a higher than 
average income are more likely to be Allocentric. It was hypothesized that it is this 
affluent, well educated group that may be able to overcome the main constraints to 
Allocentric travel (i.e., money/resources, opportunities, and time or ability to take 
extended time from work). 
In terms of travel behaviours, Allocentrics had high activity levels and engaged 
in a broad range of tourist activities. They had a quest for novelty and sought out the 
familiar in an attempt to understand new experiences, people, places, foods, life-styles, 
and the like. They had an active avoidance of the mundane and everyday (at home) 
routines, rest, and relaxation. Allocentrics had a high uptake of new tourism products, 
do minimal pre-planning (hence a high use of guidebooks in situ), collect minimal 
information on accommodation, travel and attractions, minimize pre-booking to 
maximize flexibility, preferred to ask others about trips (rather than the travel 
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professionals) and rely on own decision-making (this emphasized the notion of internal 
locus of control and the individualistic self).  
Psychosocial influences on Allocentrics varied from travelling alone to 
travelling in groups or on packaged tours. They were more influenced by friends than 
family and minimized visiting friends and relatives (because it involved revisiting same 
destination). Overall, Allocentrics were motivated to meet, interact, communicate, 
explore and exchange concepts and ideas with others (especially members of culturally 
diverse local communities). 
In terms of destination characteristics, Allocentrics preferred distant locales, 
wished to interact with hosts from diverse cultural backgrounds, and preferred the 
novel, the unfamiliar, international, foreign, remote, undisturbed, and obscure settings. 
They preferred to avoid revisitations and preferred comfortable, basic, locally owned 
(not international chain) accommodation. The final two findings regarding 
Allocentricism was the strong contrast with Psychocentrics and the conception that 
there is a social (extraversion) dimension orthogonal to this tourist personality 
dimension. The next section summarizes what is known regarding Psychocentricism. 
What is known about Psychocentric tourist personality? 
Stanley Plog’s original research involved investigating a group of tourists who 
he later labelled “Psychocentrics” (Plog, 1974). These tourists had above average 
income but were statistically less likely to utilize airlines when travelling to (distant) 
tourist destinations. After Plog had surveyed/interviewed an extensive sample, he 
concluded that Psychocentrics were seeking the familiar, were reliant on the tourist 
industry, and were seeking tranquillity (rather than active exploration). Psychocentrics 
preferred highly organized package tours and were part of the mass tourism market. 
Nickerson and Ellis (1991) combined Psychocentricism and Extraversion and created 
tourist types of Psychocentric tourist (including repeat tour-taker, repeat visitor, and 
non-tourist). Plog (1995) proposed that the name of Psychocentrics be changed to 
Dependables. Pizam et al. (2004) equated Psychocentrics with low risk-takers, low 
sensation-seekers who had a distinct preference for low energy, indoor activities during 
a well planned, slow paced trip to a comfortable destination. Psychocentrics preferred 
rest and relaxation during a highly organized trip (pre-planned and pre-booked via the 
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travel industry) to a familiar destination or to a previously visited destination. 
Psychographic characteristics of Psychocentrics are summarized in Table 13.2. 
Table 13.2 Summary of trait descriptions for Psychocentricism 
Trait characteristics Description 
Intellectually restricted Naïve, do not seek out challenges, not interested in wide 
range of tourism activities 
Conservative  Low (or minimizing) risk-taking, seeking the familiar, non-
adventurous 
Preference for the familiar In all aspects including food, people, activities, destinations 
Need for structure to reduce 
travel anxiety associated with 
safety 
Notion of structure, planning, information to minimize 
concerns, avoid travel problems and reduce 
anxiety/nervousness, are aversive to surprises, have a high 
emphasis on personal safety, hygiene and sanitation, very 
security conscious and have a strong motivation to avoid 
cultural gaffes and misunderstandings 
Absence of foreign Choose all non-foreign activities and destinations and prefer 
hosts who speak and use the tourists’ dominant language, can 
minimize foreign and maximize security in overseas travel by 
joining tour packages  
Escape, relaxation, low activity Escape, rest, relaxation, all low- or non-active, commonplace 
or family based activities 
External locus of control Passive, reliance on travel industry, powerless 
Hedonistic self Pleasure seeking, self-indulgent, self- 
 
In analysing the demographic characteristics of Psychocentrics, it was found that 
there were no individual differences regarding gender, age, level of education, life cycle 
and ethnicity. However, it was found that the majority of tourists who had been 
assigned a Psychocentric personality profile had lower incomes and were judged by the 
industry as spending less money than Allocentrics. At this time, however, a causal 
direction regarding this relationship cannot be determined. That is, do people with less 
income select conservative, value for money domestic trips to familiar destinations and 
thus develop realistic Psychocentric values, or do Psychocentric people spend less 
disposable income by engaging in conservative trips (compared to Allocentric tourists 
visiting the same area)?  
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Psychocentrics engaged in travel behaviours that reflected their personality. 
They made conservative choices regarding travel behaviours: rather drive than fly; 
select short haul distances, favour revisits and avoid unnecessary variety while on trips 
(i.e., visit similar attractions and visit restaurants that remind them of home). They were 
reliant on the travel industry for structure of the tourist experience, for information 
regarding all aspects of the trip, and for long-term pre-planning and pre-trip booking. 
Psychocentrics utilized more travel industry resources and pre-booked more travel, 
accommodation, and events (compared to Allocentrics). Psychocentrics had a low 
impact on the tourist environment and engaged low levels of all activities (including 
walking, shopping, going the beach, etc.). Combining the emphasis on pre-booking, 
spending considerable time and effort seeking information and their lower than average 
income, Psychocentrics were described as tourists who focused on and achieved value 
for money. They were described as having low levels of expenditure but high 
expectations for a comfortable, relaxing tourist experience. 
Psychosocial influences on Psychocentrics involved co-travellers and hosts. In 
terms of co-travellers, Psychocentrics were more likely to travel with family and (to a 
limited extent) with very close friends. The size of their tour party varied from none/one 
to many (including travelling with large tour groups). Again, the social dimension was 
not predictive of Psychocentrics and was considered orthogonal to this tourist 
personality dimension. Hence, just as many Psychocentrics travelled alone and avoided 
crowds (introverts) as Psychocentrics who selected large commercial, package tour 
groups to travel around (mainly) domestic vacations settings. Psychocentrics had the 
highest percentage of revisits and the highest percentage of visiting friends and 
relatives. When visiting destinations, interaction with host was minimal and for the 
Psychocentric tourist, hosts, their cultures and their community were irrelevant (to the 
main aims of escaping, resting and relaxing). When considering destinations, they 
preferred hosts speak the tourists’ language, preferred family travel to family 
destinations (theme parks, beaches, etc.) and selected amenities that were similar to 
their home environment (in terms of accommodation, restaurants, and tourist related 
activities). 
Destinations associated with Psychocentric travel involved sameness and 
familiarity and was least likely to involve visiting the exotic. Over an extended number 
of years, Psychocentric tourists were likely to visit same or similar type destinations, 
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which involved package tours to summer (beach) locales that were comfortable, safe 
and secure (in terms of crime) and allowed for rest and relaxation. They preferred well-
developed infra-structure (thus ease of access from home and value for money) and they 
preferred to interact with other tourists or hosts with a similar cultural background. 
In summarizing the research on Psychocentrics, it was concluded that they were 
dimensionally opposite Allocentrics in terms of education, income, psychographic 
motivations to travel, travel behaviours (especially the degree of activity and the lack of 
diversity), were more likely to travel with families and perceived host communities as 
irrelevant to their travel. Finally, destinations were close, convenient, similar to home, 
and were selected to provide escape, rest, and relaxation. In terms of tourist crime 
victimization, Psychocentrics were less likely to become victims of crime (were more 
conservative, older, less likely to travel overseas, less likely to engage in activities that 
were associated with crime) and were more likely to seek advice if they became victims 
of tourist crime. Interestingly, they were not more likely to report crimes to the Criminal 
Justice System. 
Summary of predicted research hypotheses, the associated findings and theoretical 
explanations 
This section summarizes the research findings that compared (and contrasted) 
Allocentric with Psychocentric tourist personality dimensions. The research evaluated 
psychographic and demographic variables, travel behaviours, psychosocial influences 
and destination characteristics. A summary of the theoretical predictions, the research 
findings, and a conceptual explanation for these results is presented in Table 13.3 
Table 13.3 Summary of research predictions, thesis findings, and theoretical 
explanations  
Prediction Finding  Explanation 
No gender 
difference 
Confirmed Based on tourism typology research literature and 
personality trait theory. 
No age difference Confirmed but 
some positive 
correlations 
No differences based on tourism typology research 
literature, but personality trait theories indicated that as 
respondents age, they became less active and more 
conservative (hence less Allocentric). That is, older 
(travel experienced) tourists have statistically less novel 
places to visit, may have explored all desired 
destinations, may be old enough to now be less active, 
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Prediction Finding  Explanation 
less likely to accept basic amenities, less likely to 
explore and be less adventurous. 
Positive 
correlation with 
higher tertiary 
education 
Confirmed Intellectually curious, seeking novelty, exploring and 
interacting with culturally diverse host indicated higher 
education and higher levels of knowledge and motivation 
to learn. 
Positive 
correlation with 
income 
Confirmed Higher income allows tourist to overcome environmental 
constraints associated with Allocentric travel: money, 
opportunity and time. 
No ethnic 
differences 
Confirmed Allocentricism has been identified in (more than) 20 
different nations (which have varied from Individualistic 
(personality focused) cultures to Collectivist 
(relationship focused) cultures. However, percentage of 
Allocentrics in a particular culture may vary. With the 
failure to replicate the tourist personality structure across 
cultures (Australia versus China), the universal 
application of this construct has to be questioned. 
No relationship 
with Extraversion 
Confirmed 
(and 
questioned) 
Within the definition of Allocentricism, the notion of 
social interactions (travel in groups and meet many 
hosts) is moot. In some of the reported research, there is 
no correlation and no overlap in personality structure. In 
the applied research (across cultures and visiting tourist 
information centres) there has been an uneven 
distribution of tourist types and a correlation between 
Allocentricism and Extraversion. From the Five Factor 
personality theory viewpoint, Extraversion correlates 
with Openness to new experiences and therefore, there 
may be some relationship. 
Correlation with 
Openness to new 
experiences 
Confirmed Moderate correlation between Allocentricism and 
Openness and an intermix of traits items in a combined 
factor analysis. Highest relationship is between 
physical/behavioural items – the main focus of academic 
tourism research being tourist behaviour – the foundation 
of the Allocentric items. Future research needs to 
investigate the cognitive, emotional and motivational 
aspects of Allocentricism.  
Predicting actual 
(real) tourism 
destination choice 
Disconfirmed Allocentric personality inventory does not predict 
destination choice. The explanation for this appears to be 
that all tourists settle for (the more common) non-
Allocentric trips (short haul, domestic, rest and 
relaxation) because of situational constraints such as 
limited money, lack of opportunity and lack of time. 
Predicting ideal 
destination or 
preference for 
destination 
Confirmed Predicted Note: preference for a destination has no 
situational constraints and therefore choice of ideal 
destination is a reflection of tourism personality. 
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Prediction Finding  Explanation 
Predicting less 
pre-planning 
Disconfirmed 
but qualified 
Allocentrics do less pre-planning associated with cost, 
travel, accommodation and attractions but more on 
destination factors including health and safety, language, 
and culture. 
Predicting travel 
with fewer co-
travellers 
Disconfirmed Social dimension of Extraversion accounts for this 
difference in the four tourism types. Allocentrics have 
more reported conflict with co-travellers. 
Different 
destinations (first 
versus repeat 
visits) 
Disconfirmed Allocentric are less likely to revisit the same destination. 
The null result in this dependent variable may be 
associated with Psychocentrics going to the same type of 
destination (beach holiday) but not to the exact same 
place (e.g., go to Sunshine Coast rather than last year’s 
Gold Coast. Needs to be reassessed utilizing specific 
dependent variables (type of destination) or a greater 
number of instances of the dependent variable (types of 
destinations visited over the previous 10 years). 
Prediction of 
completing more 
activities 
Confirmed All measures of this variable support the notion that 
Allocentrics are more active in terms of amount and 
range of activities. This active enthusiasm is 
fundamental to the definition of Allocentricism. 
More health and 
safety problems 
Disconfirmed This dependent variable reported on the degree of 
negative impact on the tourist (not the amount of 
problems). It may be that because lack of health and 
crime prevention and the selection of “safe” domestic 
destinations, the impact of health and safety problems 
had a greater effect. A better test of this variable would 
be actual percentage of health problems and tourist crime 
victimizations (see below). 
Influence by 
friends rather than 
family 
Confirmed  Allocentrics tend to travel with friends (not family) and 
tend to visit new (culturally different) destinations 
(rather than revisiting family members). Thus, more 
likely to be with friends and be influenced by them in 
tourist settings. 
Individualism Confirmed  Allocentrics report more independent decision making 
and more internal locus of control and more free 
independent travel. 
Culture value: 
Uncertainty 
avoidance 
Confirmed  Allocentrics personality types overlap with this culture 
value and this is reflected in minimum pre-planning and 
pre-booking, being venturesome and risk-taking, and 
seeking and meeting new, culturally different hosts. 
Culture value: 
Individualism 
Confirmed  Allocentrics prefer free independent travel with 
minimum pre-planning and pre-booking. This increases 
the reliance on the individual to make flexible, 
immediate decisions. 
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Decreased pre-
booking 
Confirmed  The dimensional opposite Psychocentric type is more 
likely to pre-book package tours and prefers to pre-plan 
to avoid travel delays and cultural misunderstandings. 
Increase use of 
internet 
Confirmed  Allocentrics adopt new products (including technology) 
and are supported by being able to afford technology by 
having a higher income and using technology through 
their higher levels of education. Allocentrics were more 
frequent travellers, preferred free independent travel and 
utilized the internet to complete minimum booking of 
airfares and first night accommodation. 
Longer stays Disconfirmed  Allocentrics tended to travel longer and visit remote 
destinations to spend time with the local community. 
However, if the majority of tourist trips for both 
Allocentrics and Psychocentrics are Psychocentric in 
nature (because of situational constraints), then 
Allocentric trips are not frequent. This dependent 
variable, therefore, is not specific enough. A better 
dependent variable would be to measure the longest trip 
in the last 10 years, which hopefully would be sensitive 
enough to capture the less frequent Allocentric trips. 
Cultural 
similarity 
Confirmed  Allocentrics have a negative correlation with cultural 
similarity indicating that they preferred to visit dissimilar 
cultures. Given the desire to travel to remote culturally 
diverse cultures, it was not surprising that most 
Allocentrics were tourists that originated from cultures 
that differed from the hosts’ culture. 
More likely to be 
victims of crime 
Confirmed Allocentrics were more likely to be victims of tourism 
crime because they travelled further from home to 
different cultures (outside their environmental bubble) 
and were more active, venturesome and risk-taking 
(outside their normal routine activities). 
More likely to be 
a victim of 
personal (assault) 
crimes 
Confirmed  Allocentrics are more likely to visit foreign destinations 
and interact with hosts which increases chances of 
conflict with appearance and behaviour. 
More likely to be 
a victim of 
property (theft) 
crimes 
Confirmed  Allocentrics were more likely to visit foreign 
destinations and therefore recognized as (wealthy) 
tourists with portable valuables. 
More likely to be 
a victim of crime 
in public spaces 
Confirmed Allocentrics were more active, moved further from home 
and were more likely to vary normal routines because 
they were in foreign cultures. 
Receive the least 
advice from 
others re 
reporting the 
Confirmed  Allocentrics travelled further from friends and family 
support and therefore less likely to discuss the matter 
(although may use tourist industry employees 
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crime (strangers)). 
More likely to 
receive advice 
from friends 
(versus family 
members) 
Confirmed  Allocentrics were more likely to travel with friends and 
tourist victims were more likely to discuss the crime with 
known co-travellers (if present). 
Less likely to 
report crimes to 
anyone and to the 
Criminal Justice 
System 
Disconfirmed  While it was expected that Allocentric tourists had 
travelled further from home (less known co-travellers to 
discuss the crime) and to a foreign destination (less 
familiar with the Criminal Justice System)(predictors of 
non-reporting), it was found that Allocentrics were more 
likely to report crimes. An explanation of this 
disconfirmation may be that once the host culture was 
understood and identified with, the Allocentric tourist 
wished to interact with (Criminal Justice) processes of 
that culture and may feel some duty to help minimize 
tourist crime within that community. 
 
Description of tourist typologies 
The final summary is a dot point description of each of the four tourist 
personality types: Guided, Groupie, Explorer, and Adventurer. The summaries are 
divided by the major themes associated with tourist types: Psychographics, 
demographics, travel behaviours, psychosocial influences, and, destination choice. 
These characteristics are based on the findings from this thesis. 
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Table 13.4 Characteristics of the Guided tourist personality type 
Guided  
(Psychocentric, Introvert) 
Psychographics and 
demographics 
 Sense of isolation and being alone (travel in discrete unit of 
family or couple 
 Escape life’s problems, relax, enjoy luxury, prefer the familiar, 
not foreign 
 Meticulous, cautious, prepared, considered and conservative 
 Oldest 
 High uncertainty avoidance 
 Low on individualism and internal locus of control 
Travel behaviours  Everything arranged to avoid worries 
 Most likely to pre-plan and pre-book 
 Prefer pre-arranged tours to avoid worries, cultural 
misunderstandings and over-expenditure 
 Least likely to adopt new products 
 Most likely to use tourist information centres 
 Most likely to revisit same or similar settings 
Psychosocial influences  Travelling only with spouse or special friend 
 Avoid mass tourism 
 Most likely to visit family and friends 
Destination characteristics  Revisit favourite destinations 
 Visit similar cultures to own 
Tourist crime 
victimization 
 Least likely to be a victim of tourist crime 
 Least likely to be a victim of person crimes 
 Second highest victimization on transport 
 Lowest victimization rates in public space 
 Seek more advice regarding victimization 
 Receive advice mostly from family 
 Low rates of advice indicating crime should be reported 
 Second least in reporting crime 
 Less crime reporting to tourist industry and more to Criminal 
Justice System 
 Equal highest reporting crime to the Criminal Justice System 
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Table 13.5 Characteristics of the Groupie tourist personality type 
Groupie  
(Psychocentric, Extravert) 
Psychographics and 
demographics 
 Older 
 Low disposable income 
 High on Uncertainty avoidance 
 Low on Individualism and internal locus of control 
 Sociable, out-going, interact with co-travellers 
Travel behaviours  Desire to meet tourists/hosts of both sexes 
 Lots of audience-based activities (including sports, parades, 
etc) 
 Least likely to visit tourist information centres 
 Increased use of packaged tours to decrease travel anxieties 
 Least use of internet to make bookings 
 Extensive use of travel industry for travel bookings 
Psychosocial influences  Travel with groups of friends or meet tourists on packaged 
tours 
 Most likely to travel in groups 
 Most likely to interact with other tourists 
Destination characteristics  Travel to sun, beach, nightlife and tourist familiar destinations 
 Go where there are crowds and action 
 Extensive use of tourism package deals 
 Short stay, but maybe related to expense and low disposable 
income 
Tourist crime 
victimization 
 Least likely to be a victim of tourist crime 
 Least likely to be a victim of person crimes 
 Least likely to be a victim of property crimes 
 Safest from crime in public space, transport and shopping 
 Most discussion with others regarding crime victimization 
 Highest advice from family members (also on trip) 
 Highest number of recommendations to report crime 
 Lowest reporting of crime (even to the Criminal Justice 
System) 
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Table 13.6 Characteristics of the Explorer tourist personality type 
Explorer  
(Allocentric, 
Introvert) 
Psychographics and 
demographics 
 Take own time and avoid any sense of timetables 
 Not organized and not controlled 
 Enrich own knowledge, seek excitement, meet challenges 
 Quiet in groups and avoid crowds 
 Being venturesome and risk-taking 
 More likely to come from nations who can tolerate uncertainty 
 More likely to come from nations who are individualistic 
Travel behaviours  Most likely to use internet and pre-book minimal travel and 
accommodation requirements 
 Avoid interaction and use of the travel industry 
 Stay the longest in foreign destination 
 Low visitation to tourist information centres 
 Do not pre-plan, travel on own flexible timetable to new 
destinations 
 Wishes to get to know (one on one) hosts and their unique culture 
Psychosocial 
influences 
 Get to know hosts and their unique culture 
 Most likely travel alone (or with special acquaintance) 
 Avoids large crowds (both mass tourism and large host groups) 
 Being alone to enhance interaction with local hosts 
Destination 
characteristics 
 Visit secluded discrete destinations 
 Visit foreign destinations and interact with hosts 
 Low revisitation 
Tourist crime 
victimization 
 Second highest for tourist crime victimization 
 Second highest for person crime 
 Second highest for property crime 
 Second highest for crime in public space 
 Highest tourist crime victimization while shopping 
 Least likely to be a victim of crime while using public transport 
 Lowest rate at seeking advice regarding reporting tourist crime 
 Lowest advice from family, second highest from friends 
 Second highest for reporting crimes 
 Highest reporting tourist crimes to tourist industry employees 
 Second highest fro reporting crime to Criminal Justice System 
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Table 13.7 Characteristics of the Adventurer tourist personality type 
Adventurer  
(Allocentric, 
Extravert) 
Psychographics 
and 
demographics 
 Emphasis on sense of freedom 
 High on individualism 
 High on venturesome and risk-taking 
 Spontaneous and carefree 
 Avoid boredom by stopping at many places and doing exciting things 
 Youngest mean average age 
 High tolerance for uncertainty (adventure and risk-taking) 
 Most independent, highest internal locus of control 
Travel 
behaviours 
 travel not overly organized 
 choice of activities are optional, not regimented 
 stop at many places to avoid boredom 
 least likely to book in advance 
 highest rate of visiting tourist information centres 
 minimal pre-trip planning and booking 
 highest use of guide books while at destinations 
 high internet use to book airfare and first night’s accommodation 
Psychosocial 
influences 
 travel with friends, not unknown tourists 
 meet new people, especially hosts 
 likes meeting hosts, likes tourist crowds and crowded host communities 
Destination 
characteristics 
 Most likely to select a culturally diverse culture to visit 
 Explores different cultures 
 Least likely to visit friends and relatives 
 Highest on first visit and visit to new and/or foreign destinations 
 Most likely to visit least similar culture (to own) 
Tourist crime 
victimization 
 Most likely to become a victim of tourist crime 
 Most likely to be assaulted (victim of person crime) 
 Most likely to become a victim of theft (property crime) 
 Most likely to be a victim of crime in public spaces 
 Second highest in accepting advice regarding reporting crime 
 Highest to seek advice from friends 
 Second lowest for recommendation to report crime 
 Most likely to report crime to the hospitality and tourism industries 
 Most likely to report crime to the Criminal Justice System 
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Limitations and future research 
A review of what is known about Allocentricism-Psychocentricism tourist 
personality dimension and the four tourist personality types indicates two things. First, 
there is now a reasonably detailed description of tourist personality types. Certainly 
enough to continue to predict tourist related activities and either confirm or disconfirm 
the theoretical constructs that were developed as part of this thesis. Second, there needs 
to be consideration of any methodological limitations associated with the research. This 
next section addresses a number of potential limitations and makes some 
recommendations for future research in the area. 
This section brings together and extends the limitations and suggestions for 
future research that are located at the end of each study and at the end of each chapter. 
This section highlights potential limitations associated with this thesis, and highlights 
future research that attempts to overcome such limitations. While this section critically 
analyses the program of research undertaken in this thesis, it can be concluded that none 
of these potential limitations, individually or collectively, invalidate the overall 
findings.  The section includes an analysis of research biases, psychocentric issues, 
contextual factors and issues for the tourist industry. Implications for future research 
also include suggestions for the application of the research findings to the area of 
tourism.  
Bias in archival research 
This thesis began with a literature and archival analyses of the tourism literature 
on tourist typologies. Basing results on archival data has a number of potential 
disadvantages associated with bias that should be acknowledged. The first bias (data 
bias) is located within the research data (or the tourism research). Notably, these data 
were collected, analysed and submitted for publication for reasons other than 
developing parameters for a new tourist personality inventory. As a consequence, the 
content of these studies may not include the most relevant material for the archival 
analysis. Second, editors of the tourism journals who publish this research, focus on 
reader interest, scientific merit and how such research contributes to the broad area of 
tourism (selection bias). Therefore, the editors may have inadvertently failed to publish 
valuable research that would have contributed to the aims of this thesis. Further, the 
editors may have published too much of certain types of research that has allowed a 
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biased interpretation of the field to occur (e.g., they may have published more 
allocentric material as it approximates the tourist academic and industry image of an 
ideal tourist). The third form of potential bias is associated with the archivist (researcher 
selection bias). In developing a data base for analysis, this author developed criteria that 
included all typology studies from the six most prestigious tourism journals and then 
added articles that were (personally) judged as historically significant. These latter 
articles formed the basis of the underlying construct of the Allocentric Tourist 
Personality Inventory (see Cohen, 1972: Plog, 1974). This process had the potential to 
bias the material selected and therefore the material that was analysis. Finally, the 
positivist scientific methodology of deductive reasoning was utilized (which emphasizes 
previous research and therefore creates historical bias). It should be noted that archival 
research that uses deductive reasoning (from the general to the particular) has a total 
reliance in historical research to determine future developments and conclusions. 
Therefore, historical events that have a significant influence on the content of past 
research compound future developments. This effect can be minimized by ensuring a 
reasonable balance between past (historical) foundation material and current research. 
In this thesis, 70 (out of 76) studies were from the current literature (many that were 
atheoretical and industry/marketing focus) and then six studies were selected from the 
historical (but richly theoretical) foundation material of tourism personality research. 
Although these potential sources of research bias need to be acknowledged, the impact 
or probability of bias is considered to be minimal. The empirical current validation of 
the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory provides support for the notion that there 
may be minimal historical bias.  
Behavioural emphasis on tourist personality traits  
The qualitative and quantitative (lexical) analysis focussed on a “behavioural” 
definition of tourist personality (i.e., who, did what, with whom, and where?). It is 
suggested that this focus was determined by data bias from academic and applied 
tourism research that formed the basis of this thesis. That is, because tourism 
researchers are interested in describing and predicting tourist behaviours, then 
descriptions of tourist typologies were always going to have a strong behavioural basis. 
Subsequent validation studies (especially Study 6’s concurrent validation study) 
highlighted the notion that the tourist personality inventory strongly correlated with the 
behavioural aspects of McCrae and Costa’s  (1992) personality dimension of 
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“Openness” but not the more cognitive, emotional, and motivational aspects of the 
construct. This can be seen from the psychological perspective as a significant 
limitation of the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory. While predicting tourist 
behaviours is the main focus of the tourist industry (for marketing, product 
development, etc.), the complete development of a personality construct will help avoid 
tautological explanations (i.e., Allocentrics behave in an allocentric manner, why?, 
because these individuals are allocentric). By developing, understanding, and 
incorporating cognitive, emotional, and motivational aspects of the Allocentric 
personality construct, tautological explanations can be avoided. Future research should 
utilize the theoretical work completed on all aspects of the Openness construct (given 
the significant correlation with Allocentricism). For instance, in his original writings, 
Plog indicated that one of the major motivations of psychocentrics were to reduce 
anxieties (emotions) associated with travel. Therefore, the role emotions (e.g., anxieties) 
play in extensive pre-planning, in the use of the tourist industry and in the completion of 
mainly short trips (in terms of time and distance) to familiar destinations with few extra 
demands (e.g., a primary motivation to rest and relax) should be explored in future 
research. Similarly, future research could investigate the issue of whether Psychocentric 
tourists have higher levels of anxiety or whether other cognitive and emotional (e.g., 
curiosity, motivation) states (see Study 4) predict differences in the tourist personality 
trait and tourist sub-types. It would also be valuable to expand the research focus to 
include the role of tourism personality traits in determining such psychological 
constructs as tourist satisfaction. 
Bias in Lexical analysis 
Lexical analysis relies on one assumption that fails to overcome the problem of 
data bias (see bias in archival research). That is, the lexical hypothesis assumes that the 
important aspects of tourism personality will be the most frequent words that are 
published in the description of tourist personality and associated behaviours. If, for 
example, the aim of research is to improve marketing strategies (and not develop a 
personality inventory), then the most frequent words may be expressing an ideal or an 
image, and not describing the “real tourist”. This fundamental limitation of lexical 
analysis may explain why this research found that the industry focussed on allocentric 
tourists and their behaviour and not the more mundane and frequent psychocentric 
tourist experiences. Hence, while triangulation may confirm consistency of results 
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(reliability), it may still not achieve validity (both qualitative and quantitative analysis 
are similarly biased. Again, while this methodological limitation needs to be considered, 
the psychometric evaluation of the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory minimizes 
the probability of this bias 
Reliability in qualitative research 
The major data analysis strategy in the development of the tourist specific 
personality inventory was qualitative analysis. This developed the four themes that 
created the structure and content of the allocentric personality dimension. While most 
researchers conclude that qualitative research is valid, there has been extensive debate 
regarding reliability. Most quantitative researchers conceive one reality and therefore 
question the possibility of multiple (subjective) realities. The notion of more than one 
reality is highlighted in this research given the possibility that two independent 
qualitative researchers may have concluded different structural outcomes as the result of 
their qualitative analysis. While data audits identify the pathways to these different 
realities, their existence makes this form of research questionable in terms of reliability 
(and therefore validity). This thesis attempted to overcome this methodological problem 
by utilizing a lexical analysis to triangulate data outcomes. Such confirmation was 
achieved. The final characteristic of qualitative research is the use of inductive 
reasoning (i.e.,, particular specific observations are generalized to create theoretical 
constructions). Inductive reasoning has the scientific problem of relying on a few 
observations to “prove” a universal theoretical construct. The strength of this thesis that 
attempts to overcome this limitation is twofold. First, the database was extensive and 
involved 76 studies, 349 typologies and approximately 90,000 tourist participants. In 
the end, this was more than a ‘few’ specific observations. Secondly, this thesis 
attempted to validate the concept of Allocentricism-Psychocentricism by reporting on a 
series of subsequent studies that demonstrated convincingly various forms of reliability 
and validity. Nevertheless, these studies, by their nature, focused on trying to “prove” 
the theoretical construction of Allocentricism rather than its falsification (Popper, 1959; 
Viney & King, 1998). One aim in future research in this area would be the development 
of a critical piece of research that, if shown to be significant, would falsify this 
construct.  
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Reliability of test instrument 
All reliability measures of the Allocentric tourist personality trait inventory are 
time 1 measures (i.e., split half and internal reliability are completed on one 
administration of the test). Future research should include test re-test reliability which 
determines the stability of a measure over time. While the psychometric measures 
completed in these studies were comprehensive, there are some extra measures such as 
reliability over time that need to be completed to ensure there is sufficient reliability of 
the construct in the same person over a significant period of their lives (e.g., six months 
to a year). That is, the tourist personality construct is stable of time and in different 
tourist contexts. 
Stability of the Allocentric personality construct 
Future research will need to investigate stability (over time). The research 
evidence from this thesis is equivocal, with some research findings indicating no 
developmental age factor while other studies indicating a negative correlation between 
age and Allocentricism (i.e., as individuals age, they prefer Psychocentric type tourist 
experiences). This research utilized a cross-sectional design (measured Allocentricism 
of a tourist sample at different ages but at the same time). With this design, researchers 
must assume that historical influences on tourists and their behaviours have remained 
the same across the current life-span. This is clearly not so with modern travel involving 
shorter but more frequent trips, global electronic banking, and the introduction of 
personal technology such as mobile phones and personal computers. Hence, it is 
inappropriate to compare allocentric scores of young versus older tourists at one point in 
time. Therefore, the only valid way to determine stablility is to complete a longitudinal 
survey either as a prospective study (over the next 20 years of a group of young adults) 
or a retrospective study (where tourists recall previous trips and the associated 
behaviours). This “coherence” measure (Buss & Cantor, 1989) could also include all 
other aspects of personality (cognitions, emotions, and motivations). 
Setting Alpha for multiple comparisons 
Some of the studies in this thesis established a research program of testing more 
than 40 hypotheses associated with correlations between tourist behaviours and tourist 
personality. Statistically, such multiple comparisons increase the chance of making type 
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1 errors (accepting true differences which have occurred by chance). The traditional 
convention when calculating multiple comparisons in such situations is to adjust alpha 
from 0.05 to 0.01 or even 0.001. The decision to keep alpha constant at 0.05 or to adjust 
alpha is a question of utility (Hays, 1963). Changing the alpha level to decrease the 
probability of making a type I error depends on how unsafe it is to accept something as 
true when it is in fact not. For example, while it is important to ensure an experimental 
drug is safe for human usage (e.g., alpha < .00001), the motivation for this research 
program was exploratory, and therefore the significance level was not as critical. That 
is, at the formative stage in the development of a tourist personality inventory, accepting 
a difference between tourist personality sub-types that may be found to be false in the 
future is not critical. It was decided that the search for all possible differences should be 
a priority. Therefore it was decided not to re-set alpha for multiple comparisons. 
Nevertheless, in an attempt to avoid the probability of making either type I or type II 
error, this research utilised large (as possible) sample sizes. Now that the development 
and evaluation phase is complete, future studies that make multiple comparisons should 
adjust alpha to ensure that these “same” findings did not occur by chance alone. 
Improving measurement of dependent variable 
The traditional limitation associated with personality research is the failure of 
researchers to carefully select and then measure dependent variables (i.e., the behaviour 
that is correlated with scores on the personality inventory). Personality researchers 
spend considerable time and effort in developing a reliable and valid test but then select 
a single (and therefore unreliable) behavioural measure. This thesis illustrated this point. 
That is, only recording whether the last destination (a single measure) was Allocentric 
or Psychocentric is less reliable than using a multiple measure such as the percentage of 
allocentric destinations in the previous 10 visited tourist destinations. To improve the 
predictive validity of the Allocentric Tourist Personality inventories, there needs to be 
both the development of a reliable and valid measure of tourist personality and a reliable 
measure of associated tourist behaviours. Future tourism research associated with the 
Allocentric personality inventory should prioritise the development of reliable measures 
of actual tourist behaviours. 
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Bias in tourist population samples 
It is evident (see Study 11) that the sample of the tourist population that utilise 
Tourist Information Centres is not representative of the general tourist population. That 
is, the Guided (Psychocentric, Introvert) and the Adventurer (Allocentric. Extravert) 
tourist personality sub-types were statistically more likely to use tourist information 
centres. This was explained by noting that the other two tourist personality sub-types 
(Explorer and Groupie) theoretically did not perceive a need to visit tourist information 
centres. That is, the Explorer tourist sub type was motivated to explore and discover the 
unknown as part of the tourist experience and the Groupie type are statistically more 
likely to be in package tours where all the information and arrangement have already 
been made. Future research needs to be focused on broad travel patterns of these tourist 
types (i.e., who visits tourist information centres, who uses travel agents, who uses 
internet booking facilities, etc.). Such work needs to be completed before research is 
undertaken into predicting differences in behaviours within these broad travel patterns. 
That is, while the Explorer sub-type is statistically less likely to use tourist information 
centres, when they do, what information do they seek, is it the same information sought 
by (say) the Adventurer type (who generally frequents tourist information centres), and 
if not, do tourist information centres cater for these less frequent visitors? 
Global versus Specific settings 
Study 7 compared ideal preferences for travel destinations with actual tourist 
destination choice and explored the role of situation variables in determining the ability 
of the Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory to predict tourist destination choice. It 
should be noted that while the tourist personality inventory can successfully predict 
where tourists would like to go, it fails to predict where they actually go. Future 
research in this area should focus on specifying and predicting the types of activities 
tourists choose to do while on vacation. That is, due to time and cost constraints, both 
Allocentric and Psychocentric tourists may be limited to a Psychocentric tourist 
destination (say, repeat visitation to an interstate beach holiday). However, activities 
completed during this tourist destination may vary depending upon the personality type 
of the tourist. Psychocentrics are much more likely to rest, relax and recuperate on the 
beach, while Allocentrics may explore the local culture and talk and interact with the 
local host community. 
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Importance of situational variables 
The personal importance of a particular trait will also vary over occasions. For 
example, in safe environments, tourists may express a desire to meet new foreign hosts 
and complete an allocentric experience. However, if for example, the environment 
becomes politically unstable and therefore dangerous, the degree of anxiety (as 
regulated by the Neuroticism trait) may influence travel decisions (stay in resort and 
abbreviate trip). One of the future research tasks will be to determine all motivations 
associated with travel and then determine which situational factors will interact to 
influence tourist behaviours. This may involve other traits (Conscientiousness, 
Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism) or come combination of some or all of 
these traits. Of course, some situations may be so compelling (e.g., severe cyclones, 
terrorist attacks) that they override personality influences. 
Level of control  
Another limitation with personality trait research is the failure to understand the 
role of the situation. If all behaviour is a product of the interaction between personality 
traits and situation factors, then the most powerful personality test will not predict 
behaviours that are primarily influenced by these situational factors. The various studies 
in this thesis determined that the more control a person has over the travel environment, 
the greater the predictive ability of the tourist personality inventory. Hence, for 
destination choice, key situational constraints influence decision making. These 
constraints include costs, time and availability. Therefore, the tourist personality 
inventory should not (theoretically) and does not predict tourist destination choice. 
However, preferences for certain tourist destinations and the most satisfying aspects 
during real tourist experiences are both under the total control of the individual and 
theoretically, are both primarily determined by tourist personality. Therefore, the tourist 
personality inventory should and does predict such preferences. The next steps in future 
research in this area will be to theoretically determine the amount of perceived control 
the individual tourist has over the various aspects of the tourist environment and then 
determine how well the tourist personality inventory predicts those behaviours. The 
process would also help identify the degree of situational constraints associated with 
various tourist behaviours. This can inform the tourist industry and assist their planning 
and marketing strategies.  
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Personality-situation “active” interaction 
Further purposed studies will involve research to determine how tourists actively 
influence their own behaviour. That is, it will explore the interactive, interdependent 
relationship between personality and situational factors. While it was beyond the scope 
of the current research thesis, the influence the situation has on tourist personality has to 
be researched before any clear explanation (of how?) can be attempted. Intense future 
research should explore the mechanisms by which personality factors shape tourist 
behaviours such as tourists choosing destinations that best suit their personality (within 
situational constraints). That is, how do alloce ntric tourists choose unknown foreign 
destinations to meet and interact with new hosts (strangers)? However, it is also 
important to begin to study how this foreign environment impacts of the (alloc entric) 
tourist who has completed no pre-planning, has made minimal pre-bookings (mostly via 
own internet without contact with professional travel agents) and is endeavouring to 
learn and understand the dynamics of a foreign culture by interacting with the general 
host community. For example, how does this context influence the probability of tourist 
crime victimization. This interactive, interdependent effect will allow researchers to 
better understand the dynamics of personality and situation. 
Description versus explanation 
The research reported in this thesis has, at best, provided a comprehensive 
description of the Allocentric personality trait dimension. However, care needs to be 
taken that tautological explanations do not occur. Future research needs to explore how 
these traits influence and determine behaviour. That is, what is a personality trait and 
how does it influence physiological, perceptual and cognitive processing to modify 
tourist preferences and subsequent behaviours. 
Tourist versus industry focus 
In reality, most tourists (whether they are Allocentric or Psychocentric) have 
more psychocentric than allocentric tourist experiences (see Study 7). This finding is 
consistent with the results of Study 6. In this study, the results of a single dimension 
factor analysis showed that psychocentric items were positively correlated and had 
stronger associations (average factor loadings of 0.74) with the Allocentric-
Psychocentric personality dimension than the allocentric items which were negatively 
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correlated to the dimension and were lower in association (average factor loadings 
0.49). Further, tourists have more experience with psychocentric, mundane tourist 
experiences (short trips to local within state destinations) compared to the less frequent 
allocentric trips (longer, overseas trips to exotic destinations to meet and interact with 
hosts). When asked about their travel, most tourists conceptualise tourism within the 
context of previous tourist experiences. Thus, tourists conceptualize their experiences 
primarily in terms of psychocentricism with allocentricism at the other end of the 
dimension (see factor analysis, Study 6). If this finding is replicated in future research, 
then tourism academics and industry would appear to have focussed on the opposite. 
That is, the qualitative and lexical analyses of Studies 2, 3, and 4 clearly indicated that 
the literature perceived Allocentricism (adventure, exploration, active, visit the exotic, 
meet new hosts, understanding others) as positive and Psychocentricism as opposite 
(described in negative terms such as non-adventurous, non active, not travelling to visit 
strangers, not interested in understanding others). Further, it is surmised that the tourist 
industry tends to market and develop allocentric product. Future research should utilize 
simple comparative measures to determine the frequency of allocentric versus 
psychocentric trips and also determine the frequency of allocentric versus psychocentric 
marketing themes and available products. Finally, a comparative analysis should be 
completed on the average duration and cost of tourist trips versus the average duration 
and cost of tourist industry products (or their ideal of the average tourist experience).  
Universality and future cross cultural research 
The failure of the imposed ETIC research to confirm a common universal tourist 
personality structure between Australians and Chinese indicated that more research 
needs to be completed before a final answer can be given to the question “Who is the 
tourist?”. While this thesis has completed an adequate development strategy to identify 
the individualistic personality profile of a Western tourist, it has not been able to 
determine the tourist profile and motivations of tourists from other countries (in this 
case, China). The use of EMIC methodologies within a parallel ETIC design proposed 
by Berry (1989) is the next research step in determining cross-cultural differences in 
tourism. The strategy would require qualitative research (EMIC) within other cultures 
that have a well-founded travel industry and a vibrant research culture (such as China). 
The results of this EMIC-based research would be to determine a unique tourist profile 
for this culture and determine commonalities with the Western tourist (derived ETIC) as 
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well as (cultural) differences (EMICs). For instance, in most descriptions of Western 
tourists there is no or minimal reference made to tourism and religion. However, this 
will differ in societies where religious pilgrimages form the major motivation for people 
to travel.  
In this context, the fact that Allocentricism correlated with Openness is of 
relevance. Openness is not a universal trait. The strong individualism and 
intellectualism that appears in a Western culture’s conceptualisation of tourism may not 
arise in other cultures. Their concept of “tourism” may have more collectivist 
motivations regarding travel (e.g., travel with friends, family, consider choices and 
feelings of significant others, etc.). Further, the intellectual curiosity to travel (so 
embedded in Western cultures) is de-emphasized in other cultures. Other cultures may 
be more oriented to family commitments or religious pilgrimages. These motivations or 
reasons for travel are culture specific, will change the definition of “tourist” cross 
culturally and needs to be identified by completing qualitative EMIC research. 
Assumptions associated with personality and tourist crime victimization 
Overall, the relationship between Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory and 
tourist crime victimization was clear. The relationship between tourist type and crime 
victimization was predicted, the location of crime was predicted and the observation 
that victims seek out advice before they decide whether to report the crime was also 
predicted. However, for victims of crime at home or work, the advice they receive from 
their social network (friends, family, co-workers) is to report the crime (over 75%, see 
Greenberg & Rubeck, 1992). However, the results of Study 12 determined that the 
percentage of people in the tourist’s social network who advised the tourist to report the 
crime was only 31%. Given the powerful impact of social influence on reporting 
behaviour (Greenberg & Rubeck, 1992), it appears that the key to tourist crime 
reporting may not be located within the personality of the tourist, but within the context 
or situation of the tourist setting. It is therefore not surprising that the Allocentric 
Tourist Personality Inventory failed to predict which tourist would report the crime. 
Given the information that the major social influence was not to report the crime, then 
predictions would be that the two extravert tourist personality groups (Groupie and 
Adventurer) would be the most likely to receive advice not to report tourist crime and 
therefore would be the least likely to report the crime. In fact, this is the case. More 
analysis on the content of each of the stages associated with tourist crime victimization 
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and tourist crime reporting to the criminal justice system is essential in any future 
research on this topic. This would also imply that the social context would need to be 
understood in any future research. That is, why are friends, family members, co-
travellers and employees of the tourist industry discouraging tourist crime reporting? Is 
it because of the belief that tourist crime reporting is a waste of time and effort? If this is 
confirmed, then the reasons for this belief needs to investigated: do travellers believe the 
host criminal justice system will not investigate or solve the crime, that if the crime is 
solved then charges would not be brought about because the tourist victim will not 
return to testify, or is it more associated with the tourists’ lack of commitment to the 
host community. If the final explanation is true, then it may explain why the explorer 
sub-type has the highest probability of reporting tourist crime victimization. The 
Explorer sub-types’ main motivation is to seek out, explore, interact and understand the 
host community. In doing this, the Explorer sub-type may have begun to identify with 
the community and therefore have a stronger desire to report crime (and therefore help 
the community). Certainly, all the assumptions that have been made about the behaviour 
of crime victims need to be re-evaluated when studying tourist crime victimization.  
Use of tourist personality typologies 
The construction of profiles of tourist personality sub-types is important for a 
number of reasons. First, it will help target promotional activities to the appropriate 
tourist type. To do this, future research will need to identify these tourists (for instance, 
which tourist sub types visit tourist information centres or complete ecotourist activities 
or stay in Bed and Breakfast accommodation or visit museums. Once this has been 
determined, then appropriate tourist packages can be developed that would suit each 
tourist personality sub-type. For instance, very few explorer tourist personality sub-
types visit tourist information centres and therefore information related to their travel 
preferences (free independent travel to distant remote areas of the country) may not be 
available or even been developed. In contrast, the adventurer tourist type does visit 
tourist information centres and therefore information regarding their travel preferences 
(free independent travel to crowded tourist destinations such as Queensland’s Gold 
Coast) should be made a high priority. Another example would be the finding that 
Psychocentrics look for more pre-trip information and take a longer time to finalize 
travel arrangements and book. Thus, for certain travel packages that attract 
psychocentric travellers, more detailed information should be included and the length of 
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time between booking and completing the tourist experience may need to be made 
longer.  
Application of Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory 
The final research endeavour in this area could be to develop and run training 
programs for tourism industry staff. The content of the training program would involve 
techniques to identify the four tourist personality types and identify any current 
situational constraints (time, money, opportunities) that would prevent the tourist from 
completing their preferred tourist trip. The aim would then be to promote tourist 
destinations within the prescribed situational constraints, but sell tourist products within 
the destination area that suits the particular personality type of the tourist. Ideally, an 
allocentric tourist has minimal time and cost constraints and can be offered an overseas 
trip to an emerging remote tourist destination. However, if the same allocentric tourist 
with time and cost constraints may be offered a short haul interstate trip with packages 
that involve many diverse activities including a visit to and an opportunity to meet and 
interact with members of the indigenous community. Packages could also provide 
health and safety warnings and caution against certain activities known to dissatisfy that 
particular tourist type, For instance, for the allocentric tourist above, they could be 
advised not to do some experiences because they are crowded with fellow tourists and 
do not include many activities.  
Conclusion 
This thesis reported a series of 12 studies that attempted to develop a 
psychometric reliable and valid tourism-specific personality inventory. The first series 
of four studies behaviourally defined “What is a Tourist?” and then comprehensively 
described a tourism-specific personality dimension: Allocentricism-Psychocentricism. 
The second series of four studies developed a tourism-specific inventory and 
psychometrically evaluated its reliability and validity. The test was titled Allocentric 
Tourist Personality Inventory. The first two studies in the third series described four 
tourist personality sub-types (named: Guided, Groupie, Explorer, Adventurer) and 
evaluated the (cultural) universality of the concept. The final two studies in this third 
series evaluated tourist behaviour in general and tourist crime victim behaviour in 
tourism settings. This was followed by a comprehensive summary of the findings and 
an in-depth description of the theoretical constructs. The thesis finished with a 
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discussion regarding possible limitations. It can be concluded that a reliable and valid 
Allocentric Tourist Personality Inventory has been evaluated and the instrument is now 
available to be applied to tourist settings. 
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APPENDICES 
Appendix A. A summary of the key methodological factors for the 76 tourist type 
studies 
Authors Orientation Type of paper 
and analysis 
Nationality of 
tourist sample 
Sample # and 
type of tourists 
# and Types 
Ahmed et 
al. (1998) 
Marketing Factor analysis, 
cluster analysis 
Canada N = 617 
General 
population 
6 
entertainment, 
active sun & fun, 
culture patron, 
value for money, 
sun & comfort, 
achievers. 
Arimond & 
Elfessi 
(2001) 
Marketing Cluster USA N = 227 
B&B 
4 
romantic, active 
sports, business, 
social friendship 
Baloglu 
(2001) 
Marketing Factor, cluster, 
discriminant, 
ANOVA 
USA N = 448 
Overseas 
visitors 
4 
high loyalty, 
latent loyalty, low 
loyalty – natural 
switchers, low 
loyalty – 
experimental 
switchers 
Bieger & 
Laesser 
(2002) 
Marketing Cluster, 
discriminant, 
mean 
differences 
Switzerland N = 1970 
General 
population 
4 
compulsory 
travel, cultural 
hedonism, family 
travel, me(e/a)t 
marketing 
Bonn et al. 
(1999) 
Marketing Discriminant 
and mean 
differences 
USA N = 5319 2 
internet users, 
non-internet users 
Cardoso et 
al. (1999) 
Marketing Cluster analysis Portugal N = 2,544 
hotel guests 
3 
first time users, 
regular users, 
heavy users 
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Authors Orientation Type of paper 
and analysis 
Nationality of 
tourist sample 
Sample # and 
type of tourists 
# and Types 
Cha et al. 
(1995) 
Marketing Factor analysis, 
cluster analysis, 
discriminant 
analysis 
Japan N = 1,194 
overseas 
pleasure 
travellers 
3 
sports seeker, 
novelty seeker, 
family / relax 
Chen 
(2000) 
Marketing Cluster analysis Norway N = 169 
Overseas 
visitors 
2 
frugal visitors, 
extravagant 
guests 
Chen 
(2003) 
Marketing Chi square plus 
decision tree, 
mean 
differences 
USA N = 1500 
General 
population 
2 
pundit tourists, 
individual tourists 
Cho (1998) Marketing Factor, cluster, 
mean 
differences 
Korea N = 428 
Outbound 
young tourists 
3 
culture & 
ecotourism 
seekers, activity 
& variety seekers, 
tourist resort 
stylists 
Choi & 
Tsang 
(1999) 
Sociology / 
marketing 
Cluster  Hong Kong N = 500 
Free 
independent 
travellers 
4 
sightseeing, 
outdoor sports, 
entertainment, 
friends/relatives 
visiting 
Cohen 
(1972) 
Sociology / 
theoretical 
nil Nil nil 4 
organized mass 
tourist, individual 
mass tourist, 
explorer, drifter 
Cohen 
(1979) 
Sociology / 
theoretical 
nil Nil nil 5 
recreational, 
diversionary, 
experiential, 
experimental, 
existential 
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Authors Orientation Type of paper 
and analysis 
Nationality of 
tourist sample 
Sample # and 
type of tourists 
# and Types 
Coupal et 
al. (2001) 
Marketing Cluster analysis USA N = 427 
snowmobilers 
5 
nature lovers who 
need to be alone, 
experience it all, 
alone but not too 
excited, nature 
lovers but not too 
excited, nature 
lovers with 
family / friends 
Diaz-
Martin et 
al. (2000) 
Marketing  Cluster analysis Spain N = 489 
rural tourists 
3 
sport / leisure 
active, guaranteed 
bookings, 
quietness of 
location 
Dodd & 
Bigotte 
(1997) 
Marketing Cluster, mean 
differences 
USA N = 636 
Wine tourists 
2 
older visitors, 
younger visitors 
Ekinci & 
Chen 
(2002)  
Psychographic Cluster UK N = 305 
Overseas 
travelers 
2 
agenda achievers, 
relationship 
seekers 
Field 
(1999) 
Marketing Mean 
differences 
USA N = 2010 
College students 
2 
foreign students, 
domestic students 
Fodness & 
Murray 
(1997) 
Marketing Mean 
differences 
USA N = 585 
Automobile 
travelers 
3 
active search, 
passive search, 
possessive search 
Formica & 
Uysal 
(1998) 
Marketing Factor, cluster, 
discriminant 
Italy N = 278 
Festival 
attendees 
2 
moderates, 
enthusiasts,  
Formica & 
Uysal 
(2002) 
Marketing Factor, cluster, 
discriminant 
USA N = 1120 
Interstate 
visitors 
3 
conservationists, 
anthropocentric, 
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Authors Orientation Type of paper 
and analysis 
Nationality of 
tourist sample 
Sample # and 
type of tourists 
# and Types 
optimists 
Frew & 
Shaw 
(1999) 
Marketing Quantitative 
(tests of 
differences) 
Australian N = 500 
general 
population 
6 
realistic, 
investigative, 
artistic, social, 
enterprising, 
conventional 
Galloway 
(2002) 
Marketing Cluster analysis Canada N = 9,495 
ecotourists 
3 
active enjoyment 
of nature, escape 
stress, sensation 
seekers 
Goldsmith 
et al. (1994) 
Marketing Mean 
differences 
USA N = 185 
travel agent 
visitors 
2 
heavy users, light 
users 
Goldsmith 
& Litvin 
(1999) 
Marketing Self-selected 
sample with 
mean 
differences 
Singapore N = 184 
travel agent 
visitors 
2 
heavy users, light 
users 
Goodall 
(1988) 
Marketing Factor analysis   4 
physical, cultural, 
fantasy, social 
Horneman 
et al. (2002) 
Marketing Chi square, 
correlations 
Australia N = 724 
Senior travelers 
6 
enthusiasts, big 
spenders, 
pioneers, 
conservatives, 
indulgers, 
Aussies 
Hsu & Lee 
(2002) 
Marketing Factor, cluster, 
discriminant 
USA N = 817 
Motorcoach 
travelers 
3 
dependents, 
socialables, 
independents 
Hudson & 
Ritchie 
Marketing Cluster analysis Canada N = 3,017 
domestic 
5 
young urban 
outdoor, indoor 
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Authors Orientation Type of paper 
and analysis 
Nationality of 
tourist sample 
Sample # and 
type of tourists 
# and Types 
(2002) tourists leisure, children 
first, fair weather 
friends, older 
cost-conscious 
Jackson et 
al. (1999) 
Psychographic Factor analysis Australia N = 231 
General 
population 
4 
guided, groupie, 
explorer, 
adventurer 
Jang et al. 
(2002) 
Marketing Multiple 
regression 
Japan N = 882 
Overseas 
pleasure 
travelers 
3 
heavy spenders, 
medium spenders, 
light spenders 
Jeffrey & 
Xie (1995) 
Marketing Factor, cluster UK N = 170 
Overseas 
pleasure 
travelers 
8 
not named 
Kastenholz 
et al. (1999) 
Marketing Factor analysis, 
cluster analysis 
Portugal N = 200 
rural tourists 
4 
want it all, 
independent, 
traditional, 
environmental 
Keng & 
Cheng 
(1999) 
Sociological  Factor, cluster Singapore N = 150 
Overseas 
pleasure 
travelers 
4 
culture 
dissimilarity 
seekers, 
destination 
novelty seekers, 
novelty seekers, 
familiarity 
seekers 
Kim (2003)  Marketing Kohonen’s self-
organizing maps 
Australia N = 200 
Senior travelers 
4 
active learner, 
relaxed family 
body, careful 
participant, 
elementary 
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Authors Orientation Type of paper 
and analysis 
Nationality of 
tourist sample 
Sample # and 
type of tourists 
# and Types 
vacationer 
Kozak 
(2002) 
Marketing Factor analysis UK, Germany N = 1,872 
packaged mass 
tourists 
4 
culture, pleasure 
seeking, 
relaxation, 
physical 
Lehto et al. 
(2002) 
Marketing Factor analysis, 
discriminant 
analysis 
 N = 850 
long-haul 
pleasure 
travellers 
3 
North America, 
Asia, Oceania 
Loker & 
Perdue 
(1992) 
Marketing  Factor, cluster USA N = 1209 
Domestic 
tourists 
6 
naturalists, 
nondifferentiators
, family/friends 
oriented, 
excitement 
seekers with 
escape, pure 
excitement 
seekers, escapists 
Loker-
Murphy 
(1996) 
Psychographic  Factor, cluster Australia N = 690 
Backpackers  
4 
social/excitement 
seekers, 
escape/relaxers, 
achievers, self-
developers 
Madrigal & 
Kahle 
(1994) 
Marketing  Factor, cluster, 
discriminant 
Scandinavia N = 394 
English-
speaking 
tourists 
4 
not named 
Mathur et 
al. (1998) 
Marketing Prior 
segmentation 
 N = 199 
general 
population over 
55 years 
2 
new age elderly, 
traditional elderly 
McCleary 
& Choi 
Marketing  Cluster analysis USA & South 
Korea 
N = 1000 
Business 
5 (not named) 
USA-family 
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Authors Orientation Type of paper 
and analysis 
Nationality of 
tourist sample 
Sample # and 
type of tourists 
# and Types 
(1999) travelers security, US-
freedom, Korean 
happiness, 
Korean family 
security, Korean 
accomplishment 
McKercher 
et al. (2002) 
Marketing  Activity based 
clusters, mean 
differences 
Hong Kong N = 1153 
Departing 
overseas visitors 
6 
cultural 
generalist, icon 
culturalist, 
Chinese heritage 
culturalist, Tsim 
Sha Tsui Nodal 
culturalist, 
colonial 
culturalist, Sino-
colonial 
culturalist 
Mo et al. 
(1994) 
Marketing Cluster analysis USA N = 461 
peace corps, 
students & 
alumni 
4 
high novelty 
seekers, 
destination 
novelty seekers, 
social contact 
seekers, high 
familiarity 
seekers 
Mok & 
Iverson 
(2000) 
Marketing Quantitative 
(tests of 
differences) 
Taiwan N = 319 
every nth  tourist 
departing 
overseas 
3 
high, medium, 
low 
Morrison et 
al. (1996) 
Marketing Cluster,  USA N = 2713 4 
casino resort, 
Oceanside beach 
resort, ski resort, 
summer country 
resort 
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Authors Orientation Type of paper 
and analysis 
Nationality of 
tourist sample 
Sample # and 
type of tourists 
# and Types 
Moscardo 
et al. (2000) 
Marketing Cluster analysis Australia N = 13,647 
VFR tourists 
4 
beach relaxation, 
inactive, active 
nature lovers, 
active beach 
resort 
Mueller & 
Kaufmann 
(2001) 
Marketing Cluster analysis, 
discriminant 
analysis 
Switzerland N = 400 
wellness guests 
at hotels 
4 
demanding health 
guests, 
independent 
infrastructure 
users, intensive 
cure users, 
undemanding 
recreation guests 
Muller 
(1991) 
Marketing Cluster analysis Canada N = 349 
overseas 
vacationers 
3 
security & 
reassurance, sheer 
fun, self-
enrichment 
Nickerson 
& Ellis 
(1991) 
Marketing LISREL 
analysis 
USA N = 171 
University 
alumni 
8 
private cultural 
traveller, 
voracious tour-
taker, private 
explorer, 
outgoing 
experimental 
traveller, non-
traveller, private 
low-key traveller, 
repeat tour-takers, 
repeat visitor 
Park et al. 
(2002) 
Marketing Factor analysis, 
cluster analysis 
USA N = 523 
casino gamblers 
4 
low gambling 
involvement, high 
centrality 
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Authors Orientation Type of paper 
and analysis 
Nationality of 
tourist sample 
Sample # and 
type of tourists 
# and Types 
gambling 
involvement, high 
enjoyment 
gambling 
involvement, high 
self expression 
gambling 
involvement 
Pearce 
(1982) 
Marketing Fuzzy set theory 
and multi-
dimensional 
scaling 
Australia N = 100 
tertiary 
university 
students 
5 
environmental, 
high contact, 
spiritual, pleasure 
first, exploitative  
Pizam et al. 
(2002) 
Psychographic A priori from 
assessment, 
mean 
differences  
USA N = 349 
Tertiary 
university 
undergraduates 
4 
thrill & adventure 
seeking, 
experience 
seeking, 
disinhibition, 
boredom 
susceptibility  
Plog (1974) Psychographic Qualitative then 
quantitative 
(survey) 
USA N = 2900 
airline travellers 
and staff 
4 
high energy 
Allocentric, high 
energy 
Psychocentric, 
low energy 
Allocentric, low 
energy 
Psychocentric 
Plog (2001) Psychographic Mean 
differences, 
correlations 
USA N = 7961 
General 
population 
2 
venturers, 
dependables  
Prentice et 
al. (1998) 
Sociological Chi square, 
cluster analysis 
UK N = 403 
Park visitors 
5 
no names 
Shoemaker Marketing Cluster  USA N = 407 3 
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Authors Orientation Type of paper 
and analysis 
Nationality of 
tourist sample 
Sample # and 
type of tourists 
# and Types 
(1989) General 
population 
family travellers, 
active resters, 
older set 
Shoemaker 
(1994) 
Marketing Factor, cluster USA N = 1196 
General 
population 
3 
get away/family 
travellers, 
adventurous/educ
ational travellers, 
gamblers/fun 
oriented 
Shoemaker 
(2000) 
Marketing Cluster  USA N = 234 
General 
population (>55 
years of age) 
3 
escape & learn, 
retirees, active 
storytellers 
Silverberg 
et al. (1996) 
Marketing Factor analysis, 
cluster analysis, 
discriminant 
analysis 
USA N = 1,200 
frequent 
travellers 
6 
education / 
history, camping / 
tenting, 
relaxation, 
socializing, 
information, 
viewing nature 
Smith 
(1977) 
Anthropology  Anthropological
/ theoretical 
nil nil 7 
explorer, elite, 
off-beat, unusual, 
incipient mass, 
mass, charter 
Spotts & 
Mahoney 
(1991) 
Marketing  Mean 
difference,  
USA N = 1744 
State park 
visitors 
3 
light, median, 
heavy 
Spotts & 
Mahoney 
(1993) 
Marketing  Mean 
differences 
USA N = 818 
State park 
visitors (Fall) 
6 
inactives, active 
recreationist/non-
hunters, campers, 
passive 
recreationist, 
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Authors Orientation Type of paper 
and analysis 
Nationality of 
tourist sample 
Sample # and 
type of tourists 
# and Types 
strictly fall color 
viewers, active 
recreationists/hun
ters 
Sung et al. 
(2000) 
Marketing Factor analysis USA N = 178 
Adventurer 
travellers 
6 
soft nature, risk 
equipped, 
question marks, 
hard challenge, 
rugged nature, 
winter snow 
Tiefenbach
er et al. 
(2000) 
Marketing A priori then 
discriminant 
analysis 
USA N = 125 
visitors to small 
tourist centres 
2 
first time versus 
repeat visitors 
Waryszak 
& Kim 
(1994)  
Psychographic  Factor analysis Korea N = 84 
Overseas 
travellers 
5 
knowledge 
seekers, 
adventurers, 
experience 
chasers, pleasure 
seekers, opinion 
leaders 
Weaver & 
Lawton 
(2000) 
Sociological Cluster, mean 
differences 
Australia N = 1180 
ecotourists 
3 
softer ecotourists, 
harder 
ecotourists, 
structured 
ecotourists 
Wickens 
(2002) 
Marketing Qualitative 
(participant 
observation) 
UK N = 86 
overseas 
individual mass 
tourists 
5 
cultural heritage, 
raver, Shirley 
Valentine, 
heliolatrous, Lord 
Byron 
Woodside 
& Motes 
Marketing Qualitative 
analysis of a 
USA N = 3,962 
domestic 
5 
beach vacationer, 
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Authors Orientation Type of paper 
and analysis 
Nationality of 
tourist sample 
Sample # and 
type of tourists 
# and Types 
(1981) priori groups tourists colonial sightseer, 
fisherman, 
highlands 
vacationer, 
second home 
vacationer 
Yannopoul
os  & 
Rotenberg 
(1999) 
Marketing  Factor, cluster, 
mean 
differences 
USA N = 201 
General 
population 
5 
intangible 
amenities, active 
materialist, 
entertainment & 
comfort, cultured 
materialist, 
entertainment & 
shopping 
Yiannakis 
& Gibson 
(1992) 
Marketing Multi-
dimensional 
scaling 
USA N = 521 
general 
population 
13 
sun lover, action 
seeker, 
anthropologist, 
archaelologist, 
organized mass 
tourist, thrill 
seeker, explorer, 
jet setter, seeker, 
independent mass 
tourist, high class 
tourist, drifter, 
escapist,  
Young et 
al. (1978) 
Marketing  Cluster  Canada N =  
Overseas 
visitors 
6 
friends & 
relatives-non-
active, friends & 
relatives-active 
city, family 
sightseeing, 
outdoor 
vacationer, resort 
vacationer, 
foreign vacationer 
Zins (1998) Marketing Factor analysis Austria, 
Germany, 
N = 389 5 
tennis hotel, golf 
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Authors Orientation Type of paper 
and analysis 
Nationality of 
tourist sample 
Sample # and 
type of tourists 
# and Types 
Switzerland hotel guests hotel, family, 
beauty hotel, 
child 
Zins (1999) Marketing  Multidimension
al scaling 
European N = 2289 
Pleasure 
travellers 
9 
sightseeing, 
family escapist, 
carefree wellness, 
comfort seeker, 
demanding 
pleasure seeker, 
cultural 
interactionist, 
relax in safety, 
nature loving 
vacationer, 
ambiance seeker 
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Appendix B.  Complete list of cluster groups categorized as either Allocentric tourist 
types (Table B1.) or Psychocentric tourist types (Table B2.) 
Table B1 Authors and cluster number and name judged as Allocentric 
Author (date) Segment # and name 
Ahmed et al. (1998) Segment 3 culture patron 
Baloglu (2001) Cluster 3  Low loyalty – natural switchers 
Bieger and Laesser (2002) Cluster 2  cultural hedonism 
Bieger and Laesser  (2002) Cluster 4  me(e/a)t marketing 
Cha et al. (1995) Cluster 2  Novelty seekers 
Cho (1998) Cluster 1  Cultural and ecotourism seekers 
Cho (1998) Cluster 2  Activity and variety seekers 
Cohen (1979) Type 3  Explorer 
Cohen (1979) Type 4  Drifter 
Formica and Uysal (1998) Cluster 2  Enthusiasts 
Galloway (2002) Cluster 3  Sensation seekers 
Horneman et al. (2002) Segment 3  Pioneers 
Horneman et al. (2002) Segment 6  Aussies 
Jackson et al. (2001) Type 3  explorer 
Jackson et al. (2001) Type 4  adventurer 
Kastenholz et al. (1999) Cluster 1  Want it all ruralists 
Keng and Cheng (1999) Cluster 2  Destination novelty seekers 
Keng and Cheng (1999) Cluster 3  Novelty seekers 
Kim et al. (2003) Group 4  Elementary vacationer 
Kozak (2002) Factor 1  culture 
Lehto et al. (2003) Group 2  Asia 
Lehto et al. (2003) Group 3  Oceania 
Loker and Perdue (1992) Segment 4  Excitement seekers with escape 
Loker-Murphy (1996) Cluster 1  Social/excitement seekers 
Mathur et al. (1998) Cluster 1  New age elderly 
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Author (date) Segment # and name 
McKercher et al. (2002) Cluster 6  Sino-colonial culturalist 
Mo et al. (1994) Cluster 1 high novelty seekers   
Muller (1991) Segment 2  sheer fun 
Muller (1991) Segment 3  self-enrichment 
Nickerson and Ellis (1991) Catergory 3  private explorer 
Nickerson and Ellis (1991) Catergory 4  outgoing experimental traveler 
Pizam et al. (2002) Segment 1  Thrill and adventure seeking 
Pizam et al. (2002) Segment 2  Experience seeking 
Pizam et al. (2002) Segment 3  Disinhibition 
Plog (1991) Type 3  Allocentrics 
Plog (2001) Type 1  venturers 
Shoemaker (1989) Cluster 2  Active resters 
Shoemaker (1989) Cluster 2  Adventurous / Educational travelers 
Shoemaker (2000) Cluster 1  Escape and learn 
Smith (1978) Type 1  Explorers 
Tiefenbacher et al. (2000) Group 2  first-time visitors 
Waryszak and Kim (1994) Segment 3  Experience chasers 
Weaver and Lawton (2002) Cluster 2  harder ecotourists 
Wickens (2002) Type 1  the cultural heritage type 
Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) Segment 3  Anthropologist 
Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) Segment 7  Explorer 
Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) Segment 9  Seeker 
Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) Segment 12  Drifter 
Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) Segment 13  Escapist 
Young et al. (1978) Cluster 3  Family sightseeing 
Zins (1999) Cluster 1 Sightseeing tourist 
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Table B2 Authors and cluster number and name judged as Psychocentric 
Author (date) Segment # and name 
Ahmed et al. (1998) Segment 1 entertainment   
Ahmed et al. (1998) Segment 4  value for money   
Baloglu (2001) Cluster 1  High loyalty   
Bieger and Laesser (2002) Cluster 3  family travel  
Cha et al. (1995) Cluster 3  Family/relaxation seekers   
Cho (1998) Cluster 3  Tourist resort stylists   
Cohen (1979) Type 1  Organized mass tourist  
Cohen (1979) Type 2  Individual mass tourist  
Field (1999) Segment 2  Domestic students  
Formica and Uysal (1998) Cluster 1  Moderates (23%)  
Galloway (2002) Cluster 1  Active enjoyment of nature   
Galloway (2002) Cluster 2  Escape stress  
Horneman et al. (2002) Segment 1  Enthusiasts  
Horneman et al. (2002) Segment 2  Big spenders  
Horneman et al. (2002) Segment 4  Conservatives  
Horneman et al. (2002) Segment 5  Indulgers  
Hsu and Lee (2002) Cluster 1 dependents  
Hsu and Lee (2002) Cluster 2 sociables  
Jackson et al. (2001) Type 1  guided  
Jackson et al. (2001) Type 2  groupie  
Kastenholz et al. (1999) Cluster 2  Independent ruralists  
Kastenholz et al. (1999) Cluster 3  Traditional ruralists  
Kastenholz et al. (1999) Cluster 4  Environmental ruralists  
Keng and Cheng (1999) Cluster 1  Culture dissimilarity seekers  
Keng and Cheng (1999) Cluster 4  Familiarity seekers  
Kim et al. (2003) Group 1  Active learner  
Kim et al. (2003) Group 2  Relaxed family body  
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Author (date) Segment # and name 
Kim (2003) Group 3  Careful participant  
Kozak (2002) Factor 2  pleasure seeking / fantasy  
Kozak (2002) Factor 3 relaxation: to relax 
Lehto et al. (2003) Group 1  North America  
Loker and Perdue (1992) Segment 1  Naturalists  
Loker and Perdue (1992) Segment 2  Nondifferentiators  
Loker and Perdue (1992) Segment 3  Family/friend oriented   
Loker and Perdue (1992) Segment 6  Escapists  
Loker-Murphy (1996) Cluster 2  Escapers/relaxers  
Loker-Murphy (1996) Cluster 3  Achievers  
Loker-Murphy (1996) Cluster 4  Self-developers  
Mathur et al. (1998) Cluster 2  Traditional elderly  
McKercher et al. (2002) Cluster 1  Cultural generalist  
McKercher et al. (2002) Cluster 2  Icon culturalist  
McKercher et al. (2002) Cluster 3  Chinese heritage culturalist  
McKercher et al. (2002) Cluster 4  Tsim Sha Tsui Nodal culturalist  
McKercher et al. (2002) Cluster 5 Colonial culturalist  
Mo et al. (1994) Cluster 3  social contact seekers     
Mo et al. (1994) Cluster 4  high familiarity seekers     
Mok and Iverson (2000) Segment 1  Light spender   
Mok and Iverson (2000) Segment 2  Medium spender   
Morrison et al. (1996) Segment 1  Casino resort  
Morrison et al. (1996) Segment 2  Oceanside Beach resort  
Morrison et al. (1996) Segment 3  Ski resort  
Muller (1991) Segment 1  security and reassurance  
Nickerson and Ellis (1991) Catergory 1  private cultural traveler  
Nickerson and Ellis (1991) Catergory 2  voracious tour-taker  
Nickerson and Ellis (1991) Catergory 5  non-traveler: 
Nickerson and Ellis (1991) Catergory 6  private low-key traveler  
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Author (date) Segment # and name 
Nickerson and Ellis (1991) Catergory 7  repeat tour-takers  
Nickerson and Ellis (1991) Catergory 8  repeat visitor  
Pizam et al. (2002) Segment 4  Boredom susceptibility  
Plog (1991) Type 1  Psychocentrics  
Plog (2001) Type 2  dependables  
Shoemaker (1989) Cluster 1  Family travelers  
Shoemaker (1989) Cluster 3  Older set   
Shoemaker (1994) Cluster 1  Get away / Family travelers  
Shoemaker (1989) Cluster 3  Gamblers / Fun oriented  
Shoemaker (2000) Cluster 2  The retirees  
Shoemaker (2000) Cluster 3  Active storytellers  
Smith (1978) Type 6  Mass tourism 
Smith (1978) Type 7  Charter tourism  
Tiefenbacher et al. (2000) Group 1  repeat visitors 
Waryszak and Kim (1994) Segment 1  Knowledge seekers  
Waryszak and Kim (1994) Segment 4  Pleasure seekers  
Waryszak and Kim (1994) Segment 5  Opinion leaders  
Weaver and Lawton (2002) Cluster 1  softer ecotourists  
Weaver and Lawton (2002) Cluster 3  structured ecotourists  
Wickens (2002) Type 2 the raver type  
Wickens (2002) Type 3 the shirley valentine type  
Wickens (2002) Type 4 the heliolatrous type  
Wickens (2002) Type 5 the lord byron type  
Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) Segment 1  Sunlover  
Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) Segment 2  Action seeker  
Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) Segment 4  Archaeologist  
Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) Segment 5  Organized mass tourist  
Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) Segment 6  Thrill seeker 
Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) Segment 8  Jetsetter  
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Author (date) Segment # and name 
Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) Segment 10  Independent mass tourist  
Yiannakis and Gibson (1992) Segment 11  High class tourist 
Young et al. (1978) Cluster 1  Friends and relatives – nonactive visitor   
Young et al. (1978) Cluster 2  Friends and relatives – active city visitor   
Young et al. (1978) Cluster 4  Outdoor vacationers   
Young et al. (1978) Cluster 5  Resort vacationers  
Young et al. (1978) Cluster 6  Foreign vacationers  
Zins (1998) Cluster 2 Golf  
Zins (1998) Cluster 3 beauty   
Zins (1998) Cluster 5 children  
Zins (1999) Cluster 2  The family escapist 
Zins (1999) Cluster 3  The carefree wellness tourist  
Zins (1999) Cluster 4  The comfort seeker  
Zins (1999) Cluster 5  The demanding pleasure seeker  
Zins (1999) Cluster 7  The relax in safety tourist  
Zins (1999) Cluster 8  The nature loving vacationer  
Zins (1999) Cluster 9 The ambiance seeker  
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Appendix C Highlighting the qualitative analysis of tourist types 
Note: The BOLD type has been added (by this author) to the verbatim description to illustrate the key 
items used in deciding the Allocentric versus Psychocentric categories 
Culture dissimilarity seekers are an example of Psychocentric tourist type as it fulfils the criteria by 
having at least two of the following concepts 
Three inclusion criteria 
b  Quest for familiarity 
b  Reliance of tourist industry 
b  minimum contact and interaction with host community 
Thus this description was classified as Psychocentric 
Cluster 1  Culture dissimilarity seekers (16%): comparable to organized mass tourists because 
they have a high familiarity score on most dimensions except social contact; have conflicting 
preferences in traveling to culturally different, yet familiar, destinations with institutionalized travel 
services and relatively little social contact with the local people; satisfied with contrived pseudo-events 
which can be viewed with comfort and security of their familiar world; smallest cluster indicates this 
tourist behaviour (viewing pseudo-events) is in the minority; favours five activities including visiting 
scenic sites, learning more about local culture, shopping, farm-stay, and seeing historic sites; more 
females; higher ratio of married couples; less likely to take same tours again the next time; oldest group; 
least inclined to do new unfamiliar things; least likely to indicate host country has novel 
opportunities; engaged in the least amount of contact with locals; would recommend this type of trip 
to friends; most likely to make own choice and choose an internationally known accommodation type; 
most likely to travel with family; want to visit culturally different yet familiar destinations, value 
security, prefer to visit scenic and historic sites, do shopping, visit theme parks and enjoy farm stays; 
travel mostly with families;  
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The tourist type of Destination Novelty Seekers is an example of Allocentric tourist type as it 
fulfils the criteria by having at least two of the following concepts 
Three criteria 
b  Quest for novelty  
b  Reliance of tourist industry (minimally) 
b  Seek and interact with host community 
Thus this description was classified as Allocentric 
Cluster 2  Destination novelty seekers (32%): highest novelty seeking scores except the travel services 
dimension and the pre-trip planning dimension; prefer to travel and interact with locals of novel, 
unique and unfamiliar destinations; use preplanned timetables and routes; rely on standardized travel 
services; explorer role (Cohen); visiting scenic sites and learning about local culture; more males; 
highest levels of tertiary education; more likely to seek novelty in their travel; youngest group; agreed 
with statement that host country provided novel opportunities; engaged in the most amount of 
contact with locals; most likely to take same type of trip next time; would recommend this type of trip to 
friends; least likely to take a travel package; most frequent travelers; possess high novelty-seeking 
attitudes, enjoy interacting with the locals, travel on a partial package tour;  
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Appendix C continued. 
The Novelty seeker tourist cluster group is an example of Allocentric tourist type as it fulfils the criteria 
by having at least two of the following concepts 
Three criteria 
b  Quest for novelty (versus familiarity) 
b  Reliance of tourist industry 
b  Seek and interact with host community 
Thus this description was classified as Allocentric 
Cluster 3  Novelty seekers (21%): relatively high novelty seeking scores; drifter role (Cohen); prefer 
to travel and interact with local people of unique, unfamiliar destinations, with little reliance on 
standardized travel services and with fewer time and itinerary constraints; favours activities that 
involve physical exercise which include camping, hiking, mountain climbing, hunting, fishing, tennis, 
golf, and winter sports; more females; more likely to seek novelty in their travel; did new, unfamiliar 
things; agreed with statement that host country provided novel opportunities; engaged in a lot of 
contact with locals; like to take same type of trip next time; would recommend this type of trip to 
friends; most likely to take self-guided travel; least likely to take travel agent’s choice of 
accommodation; most likely to choose an unfamiliar local accommodation place; most likely to 
travel alone, but most frequently travel with friends and family; generally younger, prefer not to rely on 
institutionalized travel services; largest cluster traveling alone; most use self-guided tours; attach great 
importance to outdoor activities;  
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The cluster group, Familiarity seekers is an example of Psychocentric tourist type as it fulfils the criteria 
by having at least two of the following concepts 
Three criteria 
b  Quest for familiarity 
b  Reliance of tourist industry 
b  minimal contact and interaction with host community 
Thus this description was classified as Psychocentric 
Cluster 4  Familiarity seekers (31%): comparable to organized mass tourists because they have a high 
familiarity score on all dimensions except culture similarity dimension; favours five activities including 
visiting scenic sites, learning more about local culture, shopping, visiting theme parks, and seeing historic 
sites; gender balance; higher ratio of married couples; fewer members with tertiary education; less likely 
to take same tours again the next time; unlikely to do new, unfamiliar things; did not engage in a lot of 
contact with locals; would not do the same trip next time; would recommend this type of trip to friends; 
most likely to take a travel package; least likely to take self-guided travel; most likely to take 
accommodation choice provided by travel agent; less likely to be influenced regarding accommodation 
by friends and relatives; least frequent travelers; most likely to travel with others and most likely to travel 
with family and friends; less adventurous in their choice of destination, prefer to rely on standardized 
travel services, like visiting big cities, enjoys common tourist related activities such as shopping, 
visiting casinos and theme parks; most travel by package tours;  
The above tourist type descriptions were taken from:  
Keng, K., and Cheng, J. (1999). Determining tourist role typologies: An exploratory study of Singapore 
vacationers. Journal of Travel Research, 37, 382 - 390. 
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Appendix D. Comparative analysis of various personality theories using Big Five 
personality dimensions 
 Openness Conscientiousness Extraversion Agreeableness Neuroticism 
Adler  Superiority 
Striving  
Superiority 
Striving  
Social Interest   
Bakan  Agency  Agency  Communion   
Bales  Task Orientation  Dominant 
Iniative  
Social-
Emotional 
Orientation  
 
Bartholomew   Model of 
Other 
(Avoidance)  
 Model of Self 
(Anxiety) 
Block  High Ego Control  Low Ego 
Control  
 Ego 
Resiliency  
Buss and 
Plomin 
 Impulsivity  Activity   Emotionality 
Cattell Independence 
vs. 
Subduedness  
Superego Strength  Exvia (vs. 
Invia)  
Pathemia (vs. 
Cortertia)  
Adjustment 
vs. Anxiety  
Comrey Rebelliousness  Orderliness and 
Social Conformity  
Extraversion 
and Activity  
Femininity  Emotional 
Stability  
Costa and 
McCrae 
Openness  Conscientiousness  Extraversion  Agreeableness  Neuroticism 
(r)  
Digman  Beta  Beta  Alpha   
Eysenck  Neuroticism  Extraversion  Psychoticism   
Fiske Inquiring 
Intellect  
Conformity  Confident 
Self-
Expression  
Social 
Adaptability  
Emotional 
Control  
Goldberg Intellect  Conscientiousness  Surgency  Agreeableness  Emotional 
Stability  
Gough Flexibility  Control  Extraversion  Consensuality   
Guilford  Thinking 
Introversion  
Social 
Activity  
Paranoid 
Disposition  
Emotional 
Stability  
Hogan Intellectance  Prudence  Ambition and 
Sociability  
Likeability  Adjustment  
Horney    Moving 
Toward  
 
Jackson Aesthetic / 
Intellectual  
Work Orientation  Outgoing, 
Social 
Self-Protective 
Orientation  
Dependence 
(r)  
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 Openness Conscientiousness Extraversion Agreeableness Neuroticism 
Leadership  
Leary   Control / 
Dominance  
Affiliation / 
Love  
 
McAdams  Power Motivation  Power 
Motivation  
Intimacy 
Motivation  
 
Myers- 
Briggs 
Intuition vs. 
Sensing  
Judging vs. 
Perception  
Extraversion 
vs. 
Introversion  
Feeling vs. 
Thinking  
 
Peabody Intellect  Work  Power  Love  Affect  
Rank  Individuation  Individuation  Union   
Tellegen  Negative 
Emotionality  
Positive 
Emotionality  
Constraint  Absorption  
Wiggins  Agency  Agency  Communion   
Zuckerman Psychoticism, 
Impulsivity, 
Sensation 
Seeking  
Psychoticism, 
Impulsivity, 
Sensation Seeking  
Extraversion   Neuroticism  
This table is modified from cite the website 
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Appendix E. Criteria table used to distinguish Allocentric and Psychocentric destination 
types 
Characteristic Allocentric Psyhocentric 
Personality traits  intellectually curious 
 seeking novelty 
 sociable 
 venturesome 
 risk-taking 
 individualistic (self) 
 active enthusiasm 
 intellectually restricted 
 preference for the familiar 
 conservative 
 high need for (industry) 
structure to reduce travel 
anxiety 
 hedonistic (self) 
 escape, relax, low activity 
 absence of foreign 
 external locus of control 
Demographics   
gender Gender neutral Gender neutral 
age No relationship No relationship 
education Well-educated No relationship 
life cycle/marital status No relationship No relationship 
income/wealth High income/wealth Low to median income 
ethnicity Across diverse cultures Across diverse cultures 
Tourist behaviour (Does 
what?) 
 highly active 
 completes many, diverse 
activities 
 motivation for novelty and 
seeking new information 
 learn languages and 
visit/understand 
cultures/customs 
 active avoidance of rest and 
relaxation 
 high intake of new products 
 little pre-planning and few 
 low active level 
 few activities, little physical 
exertion 
 conservative decisions and 
avoid variety 
 not foreign 
 escape from stress, routine 
holidays, rest, relaxation, 
recovery 
 high repeat visitation 
 long term planning, extra 
information, book packages, 
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Characteristic Allocentric Psyhocentric 
travel constraints (ie, free 
independent travel) 
 travel frequently 
 long haul  
 spend more than the average 
traveller 
 seek adventure 
prefer high industry structure 
 travel infrequently 
 short haul (drive rather than 
fly) 
 evaluate holidays in terms of 
value for money 
 seek comfort and security 
Psychosocial aspects (with 
whom?) 
Co-travellers 
 vary from spouse, 
family/relatives, friends to 
strangers 
 positive role within families 
 size of travel party varies 
 motivated to travel to 
somewhere family/friends 
have not visited 
 degree of sociability varies 
 co-travellers mainly 
family/friends 
 positive role within families 
 size of travel party varies 
 family/friends highly 
influential in travel decision 
making 
 degree of sociability varies 
Psychosocial aspects (with 
whom?) 
Host community 
 meeting, interacting, 
communicating and 
exploring/exchanging 
concepts and ideas with hosts 
 preference for simpler, 
traditional life, high contact 
with hosts, socialize and 
appreciate people from 
exotic/different cultural 
backgrounds 
 visiting friends and relatives 
with little interest in visiting 
exotic, remote cultures 
 preference for similar cultures 
(to their own) who speak the 
same language 
Destinations (Where?)  distant locales 
 hosts with diverse 
backgrounds that are new, 
foreign, remote, undisturbed 
 first time visitors 
 minimal pre-planning and 
minimal pre-booking 
 accommodation to be 
 same/similar destinations with 
close easy access 
 summer beach holidays to 
rest, relax and escape from 
stresss 
 repeat visitors 
 maximum pre-planning, pre-
booking and pre-purchasing 
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Characteristic Allocentric Psyhocentric 
adequate, locally owned, 
budget standard, good value, 
basic amenities 
packages 
 accommodation to be high end 
of market, have high 
expecations and evaluate it for 
value 
 safety, security, comfort and 
cleaniness 
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Appendix F Brief history of the trait assessment and key trait theorists 
The history of personality trait development can be viewed as a history of the 
development of the Five Factor Model of Personality. The development of traits began 
with research by Allport in the early part of the 20th Century and was refined by Cattell 
(1979), Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) and finally Costa and McCrae (1995). At the end 
of the Century, there appeared to be a general consensus on at least four of the five 
major personality traits. The beginning of trait research started with Allport (Allport & 
Odbert, 1936) who used 4,504 non judgmental trait-names to create his trait approach. 
Cattell using lexical analysis reduced Allport and Odbert (1936) list of traits and then 
added a series of his own terms to create 35 bipolar rating dimensions that he called the 
"standard reduced personality sphere". Cattell's model consists of 12 primary factors 
that emerged from his factor analyses. The next step in the development of the big-five 
model arose from the work of Tupes and Christal (1962). They administered Cattell's 
16PF to 8 samples of young military officers and factor analysed the results. While their 
multiple analysis came up with different numbers of traits, they finally concluded there 
were five “universal” traits and labelled them: Extraversion, Agreeableness, 
Dependability, Emotional Stability, and Culture. The next advance in the big-five 
theory was made by Norman (1963). On the basis of Tupes and Christal's factors, 
Norman selected 20 of Cattell’s factors and used undergraduate peer ratings to complete 
a factor analysis. In addition to this study, Norman (1963) added previously omitted 
personality terms (175 single-word descriptors) to Allport and Odbert's list and used his 
own decision rules to excluded terms he judged as not being stable. After having these 
rated by undergraduates on their knowledge of these words, Norman was left with 1,431 
terms that were assigned to the positive or negative poles of the five dimensions created 
by Tupes and Christal. Subsequently, Goldberg (1990) used Norman’s cluster with 
some adjectives of his own to try to go beyond Cattell's work. Goldberg also found five 
factors. It was Goldberg that coined the terms Big Five factors and used the acronym 
OCEAN (i.e., Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, 
Neuroticism). There were a number of methodological problems with the identification 
of the Five Factors. These include: the use of natural language (Block, 1995); the 
problem of pre-selection of traits once Five Factors had been decided; the use of 
undergraduate (and therefore well-educated) subjects; and, a Five Factor solution that 
been found to be non-orthogonal with the various dimensions correlating with each 
other. Finally, Costa and McCrae in 1992, developed the questionnaire that measures 
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the big-five factors. In terms of history, the original questionnaire only tested three 
dimensions (Neuroticism, Extraversion and Openness). However, after becoming 
influenced by the five-factor approach, Costa and McCrae wished to construct a 
questionnaire for the big-five which would integrate their NEO trait model. To do this 
they selected adjectives for their previously unconceptualised factors of Agreeableness 
and Conscientiousness from Goldberg (1990). 
Brief history of key trait researchers. 
Allport 
In the tradition of many early 20th Century psychologists, Allport was a 
philosopher and did little empirical research. Allport used idiographic research (assume 
that each person a unique set of traits) and that each person was driven by a set of 
cardinal or central traits. A person’s behaviour expresses the action of many traits and 
that conflicting traits exist. Importantly, the traits expressed by a person were 
determined by the person’s selection of situations rather than just a response to a 
situation. For example, an extraverted person may select a tourist destination that was 
highly social and interactive (because the person knows such a selection increased 
chances of a nice time) and the person’s extraversion was expressed (because they were 
in a social, interactive situation). 
Cattell 
Raymond Cattell believed human behaviour was complex and was the 
interaction of many variables. Cattell favoured multivariate analysis and used factor 
analysis to extract meaningful dimensions and causal connections. Cattell identified two 
types of traits: surface traits that people can identify and were aware of; and, source 
traits that people were unaware of and can only be discovered using factor analysis. 
Cattell used three sources of data (life event, questionnaire; objective test) and indicated 
that basic personality structures would be reflected in all three sources of data (multi-
method multi trait approach). This was perceived as an important logical and 
challenging commitment. While each data source generated a different number of 
personality factors (15, 16 and 21, respectively), Cattell (1979) concluded that there 
were 16 personality factors. His conclusion was supported by the following research 
findings. First, he found similar factor analysis outcomes from the different data sources 
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(all original 15 factors were identified in the three different data sources). Cattell found 
the 16 factors in cross-cultural research and found consistent results across the adult 
life-span. Further, Cattell could predict behaviour in natural settings and concluded he 
had empirical evidence for significant genetic contributions for many of the 16 traits. 
Finally, Cattell noted high levels of stability across settings if the person’s mood, social 
role, motivation and attitudes were known. That is, personality traits would predict 
tourist behaviour if the researcher also knew whether the person was sad or happy, was 
engaged in a family or non-family role, was motivated to explore or just rest and relax, 
and was positive (or negative) regarding this total tourist experience. 
Eysenck 
Hans Eysenck emphasized the scientific (including measurement) approach to 
the study of trait personality (Pervin & John, 2001). His research focused on 
establishing a biological foundation to traits in an effort to avoid the meaningless 
circular reasoning associated with traits causing a behaviour and these behaviours were 
in some way explaining/describing the existence of these traits. Eysenck used factor 
analysis and initially discovered two basic dimensions; Extraversion and Neuroticism. 
Subsequent research allowed him to add a Psychoticism dimension and thus his final 
contribution was the three-factor (PEN) theory of personality. In his final contribution, 
Eysenck hypothesised that another dimension (Intelligence) was also part of personality. 
He also included a lie scale to remove social desirability bias. Most studies that build on 
Eysenck’s work have focussed solely on the Extraversion-Introversion dimension. In 
terms of predicting tourist experiences, Eysenck’s personality theory would indicate that 
Extroverts would visit many places, would engage in many activities and would be 
highly sociable because brain activity was high and the person would become 
uncomfortably bored if they did not seek large amounts of stimulation. Eysenck found 
supporting cross-cultural research evidence for his theory. To overcome the criticism 
that his trait theory was purely descriptive and added little to the causes of personality, 
Eysenck provided evidence for an inherited component for all his trait dimensions (thus 
causing debate regarding the inheritance of intelligence) and suggested that trait 
differences were associated with neurophysiological functioning (for example, 
extroverts have a highly active neocortex while neurotics had highly active autonomic 
nervous systems). Eysenck used empirical true experimental designs to support these 
contentions and thus his theory goes beyond the tautological descriptive level of other 
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trait theories. After a life-time of empirical research, Eysenck’s PEN theory contributed 
positively to many diverse areas (including criminology, education and 
psychopathology). Eysenck also been able to describe and validly measure Extraversion 
(the most researched trait dimension in Psychology) (Pervin & John, 2001). He also 
linked personality to biology, explained neurosis within the learning paradigm, 
predicted treatment efficacy depending upon personality profile, and been able to 
measure personality traits and predict specific behaviours in controlled situations within 
everyday life (Eysenck, 1979; 1982; 1990). 
McCrae and Costa 
After 60 years of research on personality traits, there was both a bewildering 
array of trait assessment tools and an astonishing number of words describing 
personality traits (over 5000 English words alone - Pervin & John, 2001). The aim of 
trait personality researchers in the late 1980s and early 1990s was to conceptualize these 
traits into one coherent structure (Pervin & John, 2001). Modern trait theorists (John, 
1990; Costa & McCrae, 1992; Goldberg, 1981) usefully organized all the various traits 
into five broad, bipolar dimensions, known as the Big Five (because of their 
extraordinary breadth and level of abstraction). The five letters of the Big Five spell the 
word OCEAN (or Openness; Conscientiousness; Extraversion; Agreeableness; and, 
Neuroticism). The Big Five have been assessed by the later versions of the NEO-PI-R 
(Costa & McCrae, 1992). In reviewing the criterion validity of the NEO-PI-R, Costa & 
McCrae (1995) found strong associations between the relevant dimensions and 
Eysenck’s PEN and Cattell’s 16 PF. While Extraversion and Neuroticism were 
perceived to measure the same dimension, Eysenck’s Psychoticism scale corresponded 
with scores that were low on Agreeableness and low on Conscientiousness (Costa & 
McCrae, 1995). Further, the NEO-PI-R was matched to the 16 PF in the following 
manner: Openness (imaginative, experimenting); Conscientiousness (conscientiousness, 
controlled, sober); Extraversion (outgoing, assertive, venturesome); Agreeableness 
(trusting, tender-minded); and, Neuroticism (emotional, tense, apprehensive) (Pervin & 
John, 2001). 
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Table 3.1. The Big Five trait dimensions and brief descriptors 
Trait dimensions Description 
Openness Appreciation of experience for its own sake, toleration for and exploration 
of the unfamiliar – curious, broad interests, creative, original, imaginative 
Conscientiousness Degree of organization, persistence, motivation of goal-directed 
behaviour – reliable, hardworking, self-disciplined, punctual, neat, 
ambitious 
Extraversion Quantity and intensity of interpersonal, social interaction, activity level, 
need to stimulation, capacity for joy – sociable, active, talkative, person-
oriented, optimistic, fun-loving, affectionate 
Agreeableness Quality of ones interpersonal orientation, compassionate – soft-hearted, 
good natured, trusting, helpful, forgiving, straightforward 
Neuroticism Adjustment, degree of emotional instability, prone to psychological 
distress, excess cravings, maladaptive coping responses – worrying, 
insecure, inadequate 
Adapted from Costa & McCrae (1992) and Pervin & John (2001) 
The Big Five was designed to capture the important traits in people’s lives. 
Thus, these traits should be coded in some or all of the world’s languages (Goldberg, 
1990; Pervin & John, 2001). Over time, humans have found some individual differences 
particularly important in their everyday interactions and have developed terms to refer 
to these differences. The Fundamental Lexical Hypothesis concludes that the more 
important a trait or concept was, the more words/references were made to it. Thus, 
many previous personality theorists have analysed the literature describing personality 
to begin to understand the lexical structure of personality.  
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Appendix G. Conceptualizing EPI and 16PF in terms of the Five Factor Model 
NEO-PI-R dimension Eysenck EPI Cattell 16 PF 
Openness to experience Intelligence B. Intelligent;  
M. Imaginative;  
Q1. Experimenting 
Conscientiousness Psychoticism  
[ conscientiousness 
  agreeableness ] 
F. Sober; 
G. Conscientiousness; 
Q3. Controlled 
Extraversion Extraversion A. Outgoing; 
E. Assertive; 
H. Venturesome 
Agreeableness [see 
conscientious above] 
Psychoticism I. Tender-minded; 
L. Trusting 
Neuroticism Neuroticism C. Emotional; 
O. Apprehensive; 
Q4. Tense 
Adapted from Pervin and John (2001). 
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Appendix H. Cultural variations in definitions of Openness to experience 
Country Definition of Openness to experience 
Czech Republic Clever, Cultured, Efficient, Imaginative, Intelligent, Knowledgeable, 
Thoughtful, Understanding.  
Germany Clever, Educated, Gifted, Ingenious, Intellectual, Intelligent, Knowledgeable, 
Talented. 
Hungary Altruistic, Humane, Just, Natural, Reliable, Secretive, Truthful, Unselfish. 
Italian Extravagant, Innovative, Ironical, Non-conformist, Original, Progressive, 
Rebellious, Revolutionary,  
Netherlands Critical, Imaginative, Inventive, Original, Philosophical, Progressive, 
Unconventional, Versatile. 
Poland Bright, Clever, Creative, Gifted, Intelligent, Knowledgeable, Receptive, 
Talented. 
United States of 
America 
Artistic, Creative, Imaginative, Innovative, Intellectual, Intelligent, Inventive, 
Philosophical,  
Adapted from De Raad et al. (1998). 
